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ABSTRACT 
As concern for environmental issues has grown, companies have engaged in more 
environmental sustainability initiatives. Although managers recognize that long-term 
financial growth cannot be achieved without social and environmental responsibility, top 
managers, key players in advancing environmental sustainability, are often faced with 
challenges with respect to “how to” improve environmental performance.  
This study examined the role of top management’s values and leadership in 
advancing environmental sustainability. It also investigated the effects of stakeholder 
engagement on corporate environmental sustainability performance and assessed the impact 
of related practices on corporate performance. An online survey was designed to collect data 
from top restaurant managers in the United States. Invitation emails were sent to 2,500 
managers and 240 responses were returned, 218 of which were retained for final analysis 
(response rate: 8.7%). Structural equation modeling was used for the data analysis. 
The findings confirmed the significance of top management values and leadership in 
advancing environmental commitment and demonstrated the strong impact of stakeholder 
engagement on restaurants’ commitment to environmental performance. Finally, findings 
indicated the positive influence of restaurants’ environmental sustainability performance on 
both financial and nonfinancial performance. This study presented a theoretical framework 
integrating theories and models from the literature, contributing to an enhanced 
understanding of restaurants’ environmental sustainability. 
The findings have the following practical implications for restaurant managers. First, 
managers should design a long-term strategy for engaging with primary stakeholders and 
strengthen relationships with them to enhance environmental sustainability. Second, 
restaurant companies need to formulate environmental strategies and practices to reap the 
financial and nonfinancial benefits of sustainability. Finally, restaurant companies need either 
to hire applicants with strong environmental values and leadership or develop systems that 
encourage environmentally responsible leader behaviors.  
 
Keywords: environmental sustainability, stakeholder engagement, top management value and 
leadership, corporate performance 
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
Environmental issues are a worldwide concern.  Environmental pressures affect all 
industries, including the hospitality industry.  The food service sector is also facing these 
challenges, and food service managers have been implementing environmentally sustainable 
strategies and practices.  Environmentally sustainable practices include purchasing eco-
friendly foods, conserving water and energy resources, reusing and recycling, and reducing 
waste (Van Rheede & Blomme, 2012).  Many organizations, both for-profit and nonprofit, 
have championed environmental programs.  The Green Restaurant Association, a nonprofit 
organization founded in 1990, has been helping restaurants initiate and implement 
environmentally friendly or sustainable practices (Green Restaurant Association, 2015).  The 
Starbucks Corporation, a for-profit organization, has implemented sustainable practices such 
as offering ethically sourced and traded coffees and teas, recycling and reducing waste, and 
building eco-friendly stores (Starbucks.com). 
Research on environmental sustainability has flourished (Myung, McClaren, & Li, 
2012), and a great deal of attention has been given to consumers’ behavioral intentions 
towards hospitality companies’ adoption of environmentally friendly practices (Dutta, 
Umashankar, Choi, & Parsa, 2008; Han, Hsu, & Lee, 2009; Han, Hsu, & Sheu, 2010; Han & 
Kim, 2010; Hu, Parsa, & Self, 2010; Kang, Stein, Heo, & Lee, 2012; Kim, Njite, & Hancer, 
2013; Lee, Conklin, Cranage, & Lee, 2014; Manaktola & Jauhari, 2007; Schubert, 2008). 
 Environmental management has also been a popular topic in hospitality literature 
(Bohdanowicz, 2006; El Dief & Font, 2010a, 2010b; Nicholls & Kang, 2012; Tzschentke, 
Kirk, & Lynch, 2008).  Earlier studies discussed the adoption of environmentally sustainable 
practices in the hospitality industry (Bohdanowicz, 2006; Mensah, 2006; Nicholls & Kang, 
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2012; Rahman, Reynolds, & Svaren, 2012; Wolfe & Shanklin, 2001).  A few scholars have 
expressed interest in the resistant and driving forces that affect corporate environmental 
behavior (Bohdanowicz, 2005; Chan, 2008, 2011; El Dief & Font, 2010a; Lopez-Gamero, 
Claver-Cortes, & Molina-Azorin, 2011).  In particular, researchers have identified the critical 
factors (e.g., stakeholder pressures, public concerns, regulatory forces, competitive advantage, 
top management commitment, managers’ values, beliefs) that affect environmental 
sustainability and enhance corporate environmental behavior (Chan & Wong, 2006; Garay & 
Font, 2012; Lopez-Gamero et al2011; Park, 2009; Park & Kim, 2014; Tzschentke et al., 
2008).  The literature has also paid special attention to the impact or outcomes of corporate 
environmental programs, such as cost savings, improved profits, and improved market share 
(Claver-Cortes, Molina-Azorin, Pereira-Moliner, & Lopez-Gamero, 2007; Garay & Font, 
2012; Kang, Lee, & Huh, 2010; Lee & Park, 2009; Molina-Azorin, Claver-Cortes, Lopez-
Gamero, & Tari, 2009; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Tari, Claver-Cortes, Pereira-Moliner, & 
Molina-Azorın, 2010; Tzschentke, Kirk, & Lynch, 2004).  
Despite rigorous efforts, several issues remain unaddressed.  Most studies lacked a 
theoretical grounding and failed to suggest testable frameworks that would enhance the 
understanding of corporate environmental sustainability.  Even though the stakeholder 
remains the central variable in corporate environmental strategies, few studies have explored 
the effect of stakeholder engagement in the implementation of environmental strategies and 
practices.  While previous studies offered meaningful insights into the variables related to 
corporate sustainability, they overlooked the role of important decision-makers such as top 
managers.  
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To fill this research gap, this study proposed a conceptual framework for 
understanding the relationships among the key variables of stakeholder engagement, 
environmental values, leadership, environmental sustainability strategies and practices, and 
corporate performance.   
Stakeholders, who both affect and are affected by corporate decisions, have an 
essential role in advancing corporate environmental sustainability.  According to stakeholder 
theory, leaders are likely to adopt socially and environmentally responsible practices to meet 
primary stakeholders’ environmental demands and reach corporate goals of achieving a 
competitive advantage.  Managers have recognized that collaborative relationships with main 
stakeholders lead to a more proactive formulation of environmental strategies, ultimately 
contributing to stakeholder satisfaction and higher profits.  Little research, however, has 
focused on the stakeholder engagement variable with respect to formulating environmental 
strategy and practices in hospitality studies.  This study investigated the role of stakeholder 
engagement in the development of corporate environmental sustainability strategies and 
practices.  
The extent to which corporations integrate stakeholder needs into decision-making 
may depend on top managers’ values and leadership with respect to environmental 
sustainability (Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Flannery & May, 1994).  Managers who engage the 
environmental needs of numerous stakeholders in their decision-making would achieve 
advanced environmental sustainability, and see greater long-term benefits than would 
managers emphasizing short-term profits (De Luque, Washburn, & Waldman, 2006).  Even 
though some studies of managers’ environmental values and leadership have been useful, 
there remains a shortage of research on the role of such values in the formation of 
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environmental strategy and actions.  This study also examined the influence of top managers’ 
values and leadership on their restaurants’ environmental sustainability.  
If managers can see the benefits of an environmental program, they become more 
likely to adopt environment-friendly programs.  It remains unclear, however, whether 
environmental strategies and practices lead to favorable corporate performance, including 
both financial (e.g., profit or return on investment) and nonfinancial (e.g., stakeholder 
satisfaction) outcomes.  Prior studies producing inconsistent findings suggested the need for 
further research (Kang et al., 2010; Park & Lee, 2009).  This study thus examined the effects 
of environmental strategies and practices on both the financial and nonfinancial performance. 
Purpose of the Study 
This study investigated the influence of stakeholder engagement on restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability and the effect of restaurants’ environmental sustainability on 
corporate performance. It also examined the role of top managers’ values and leadership with 
respect to environmental sustainability. A conceptual framework of environmental 
sustainability derived from the literature on stakeholder theory, environmental psychology, 
and leadership was developed to investigate the relationship among variables.   
The specific objectives of the study were to:  
1. Develop and test a conceptual model of environmental sustainability.  
2. Identify environmental strategies and practices currently performing in restaurants. 
3. Evaluate the role of top managers’ environmental values and leadership in 
restaurants’ environmental sustainability. 
4. Examine how stakeholder engagement affects restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability. 
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5. Investigate how restaurants’ environmental sustainability performance influences 
both their financial and nonfinancial performance. 
Significance of the Study 
This study contributes to the environmental sustainability literature in several ways. 
This study explained the way in which leaders’ values and leadership shaped and influenced 
the restaurant company’s environmental response. The findings could shed light on the 
ability of top managers to affect the extent to which corporations respond to stakeholders’ 
environmental interests.  This study also identified important roles of stakeholders. The 
results could enable academics and practitioners to concentrate on interests and demands of 
primary stakeholder groups and thereby develop participatory strategies leading to 
stakeholders’ active engagement.  In addition, this study clarified the link between 
environmental sustainability and corporate performance, including financial and nonfinancial 
outcomes as previous studies have been unclear on this point (Garay & Font, 2012; Inoue & 
Lee, 2011; Park & Lee, 2009).  
Definitions of Terms 
Definitions of terms used in this study are as follows. 
 Corporate environmental sustainability: Corporate activities contributing to 
maintaining and improving the environment while raising the standards of living for people 
inside and outside the corporation including shareholders, employees, customers, and 
communities (Perez & del Bosque, 2014; Van Marrewijk, 2003). 
 Corporate performance: Corporate financial and nonfinancial performance that result 
from environmentally sustainable performance.  Financial performance includes profitability, 
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return on investment, and cost savings; nonfinancial performance pertains to factors such as 
customer and employee satisfaction. 
Environmental leadership: The art or ability to mobilize stakeholders inside and 
outside the corporation to achieve business goals related to environmental sustainability 
(Maak, 2007; Voegtlin, Patzer, & Scherer, 2012). 
Environmental sustainability practices: Practices implemented by companies to 
reduce negative environmental impact, including conserving energy and natural resources, 
purchasing energy-saving equipment, reducing waste, recycling, and engaging in 
environmental protection programs (Tzechentke et al., 2008). 
Environmental sustainability strategy: A set of strategic activities planned by 
companies toward improving environmentally sustainable performance, for instance, to 
promote the use of energy-efficient appliances, to give priority to purchasing 
environmentally friendly products, and to develop systems for monitoring energy use 
(Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Onkila, 2011). 
Environmental value: Eco-centric view based on the belief that “ecosystems have 
intrinsic values and therefore should be protected” (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002, p. 744). 
Restaurant types: The classification of restaurants based on the service type and the 
average check price per person. Upscale restaurants are full-service restaurants with focus on 
quality ingredients and personalized service (e.g., PF Chang’s, Houstons, J. Alexander). The 
average check price per person at such establishments is $20–$50. Casual restaurants (e.g., 
Applebee’s, Chili’s) serve moderately priced food in a casual atmosphere and provide table 
service, and their average check price is $12-20. Fast-food restaurants do not offer full table 
service and diners typically order food from a front counter and then carry it from the counter 
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to a table (e.g., McDonald’s, Taco Bell, KFC) (DiPietro, Cao, & Partlow, 2013; Namkung & 
Jang, 2013; Walker, 2008).  
Stakeholders: Individuals, groups, or organizations that can be affected by corporate 
decisions and can also possibly affect them (Freeman, 1984). 
Stakeholder engagement: Collaborative or participative actions which stakeholders 
undertake for the purpose of helping a corporation find solutions to environmental problems 
and develop a proactive environmental strategy (Grafe-Buckens & Hinton, 1998; Lopez-
Gamero et al., 2011). 
 Top-level managers: Those with ultimate management discretion responsible for the 
operation of a restaurant establishment. For this study, top-level managers can be general 
managers, owner/managers, chief executives, front-of-the house (FOH) managers, and back-
of-the house (BOH) managers.  
Assumptions  
The following assumptions were made for this study: 
1. The participants would have sufficient knowledge and experience in relation to 
environmental sustainability to understand the questionnaire.   
2. The participants would understand that their responses would be kept anonymous 
and confidential and respond to the questionnaire in a sincere and objective manner. 
3. The questionnaire items would adequately tap the constructs so as to accurately 
evaluate the six variables proposed in the research model. 
Dissertation Organization 
This dissertation follows the journal paper format and consists of six chapters. 
Chapter 1 includes an introduction. Chapter 2 provides a review of literature. Chapter 3 
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discusses methodology. Chapters 4 and 5 include each individual manuscript. Chapter 6 
presents the conclusions. Reference lists for two manuscripts are presented at the end of each 
respective chapter, and all other references are provided after Chapter 6. Appendices are at 
the end of the dissertation. I was responsible for idea conception, research design, instrument 
development, data collection, data analysis, and manuscript preparation. Dr. Bosselman and 
Dr. Zheng served as my co-major professors and advised on the entire process, from 
designing the research to completing the dissertation.  
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CHAPTER 2.  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
This chapter describes the theoretical and empirical literature used in the development 
of the study’s research model and hypotheses.  The first section discusses corporate 
environmental sustainability.  The second section describes environmental sustainability 
issues in the restaurant industry.  The third section describes theoretical models of corporate 
environmental sustainability that serve as a foundation for the study.  The fourth section 
presents key variables comprising the conceptual framework of this study.  The final section 
describes the proposed research model and underlying hypotheses.  
Corporate Environmental Sustainability 
Sustainability is based on the verb sustain meaning “to maintain, nourish, or 
encourage a phenomenon, and/or strengthen or improve it” (Sumner, 2007, p. 77).  The most 
widely accepted definitions of sustainability focus on improving the quality of human life 
without harming the environment.  The International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and the World Wide Fund 
For Nature (WWF) (1991) stated that sustainability was “improving the quality of human life 
while living within the carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems” (p. 10).  The Brundtland 
Commission of the United Nations defined that sustainable development should “meet the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs” (1987, p. 51).  Based on those definitions, sustainability refers to improving a high 
quality of life for current and future generations that should be achieved while protecting the 
environment and the capability of natural systems.  
10 
 
The sustainability approach helps corporations work toward the goals of economic, 
social, and environmental sustainability and equally emphasize three pillars, which are triple-
bottom line on a corporation (Perez & del Bosque, 2014; Wilson, 2003) (Table 1).   
Table 1. Economic, social, and environmental sustainability 
Sustainability dimensions Issues 
Economic sustainability Do business in a way that enables the company to continue for 
an indefinite time 
 
(i) Financial performance Exhibit sufficient cash-flow and persistent return to shareholders 
(ii) Long-term competitiveness Maintain or improve future competitiveness and company 
performance 
(iii) Economic impact Deal with the impact of corporation on particular stakeholder 
groups 
 
Social sustainability Contribute to the social well-being of the society and 
individuals 
(i) Equity within a corporation 
 
Strive towards a more equal distribution of income within a 
corporation (‘s branch) in a certain country 
(ii) International equity Strive towards a more equal distribution of income and wealth 
between countries 
(iii) Internal social improvements 
 
Improve social conditions within a corporation (i.e. regarding 
employees) 
(iv) External social improvements 
 
Improve social conditions outside a corporation (i.e. in its 
neighborhood) 
 
Environmental sustainability Maintain natural capital to a certain degree 
(i) Resources  Use renewable (energy) resources responsibly 
(ii) Emissions Avoid emissions into water, air, soil and neighborhoods (noise) to a 
certain degree 
(iii) Environmental damages and 
risks 
Avoid environmental damages and risks to a certain degree 
Note. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, from “Corporations, Stakeholders and Sustainable 
Development I: A Theoretical Exploration of Business-Society Relations,” by R. Steurer., M. E. Langer, A. 
Konrad, and A. Martinuzzi, 2005, Journal of Business Ethics, 61, p. 270. Copyright 2005 by Springer. 
Scholars who attempted to explain corporate sustainability–sustainability in corporate 
level–stressed that people inside and outside corporations (stakeholders) should be 
considered and treated ethically, and in a responsible manner while working toward three 
dimensions of sustainability (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002; Wilson, 2003).  According to their 
definitions, corporate sustainability can comprise all corporate activities related to the pursuit 
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of economic, social, and environmental health with the aim of raising standards of living for 
shareholders, employees, customers, pressure groups, and communities (Dyllick & Hockerts, 
2002; Van Marrewijk, 2003).  
Corporate environmental sustainability, the focus of this study, could be defined as 
corporate-level activities preserving the resources and protecting the environment, while 
considering improving standards of living for people within and outside the corporation 
(Perez & del Bosque, 2014; Van Marrewijk, 2003; Van Rheede & Blomme, 2012). 
Restaurants’ Environmental Sustainability  
The significant growth of the restaurant industry has raised serious environmental 
problems through excessive energy and water consumption, large amounts of non-recyclable 
trash and huge amounts of food waste generation (Hu, Horng, Teng, & Chou, 2013). The 
Green Restaurant Association has attempted to enhance restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability performance by providing environmental guidelines including seven indicators: 
energy, water, waste, disposables, chemical and pollution reduction, sustainable food and 
sustainable furnishings and building materials (Green Restaurant Association, 2015). Many 
researchers also suggested issues that restaurant companies have to pursue to achieve 
environmental sustainability (Choi & Parsa, 2006; Hu et al., 2010; Park, 2009; Schubert, 
2008; Szuchnicki, 2009). For example, Choi and Parsa (2006) proposed three domains of 
sustainable practices in the restaurant industry: serving organic or locally grown food, 
engaging in environmentally friendly practices, and donating money and time to support their 
community. Environmental sustainability in this study, therefore, refers to a restaurant 
company’ activities directed toward reducing negative environmental impact including using 
sustainable food, promoting energy efficiency and conservation, water efficiency and 
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conservation, reducing waste, reusing and recycling, and supporting community (Hu et al., 
2010; Park, 2009; Schubert, 2008; Szuchnicki, 2009):  
1. Sustainable food: Purchasing food that has been grown without toxic synthetic 
pesticides and fertilizers.  These practices include purchasing locally grown foods 
that are minimally harmful to the environment.  
2. Energy efficiency and conservation: Increasing the energy efficiency of lighting, 
refrigeration, air-conditioning, and gas appliances.  These practices include using 
energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., cooler, freezer, air conditioner, ice 
machines, or steamers); using high-energy efficient lighting; and implementing 
renewable energy programs (e.g., use of wind or solar power).  
3. Water efficiency and conservation: Increasing the efficiency of toilets, faucets, 
laundry, and sprinkler systems.  These practices include installing water-efficient 
devices and equipment (e.g., water-efficient dishwashers) and using faucets with 
water-saving equipment in dining spaces, kitchens, and restrooms. 
4. Reducing waste: Reduction of waste production. These practices include 
composting kitchen waste and collecting waste FOG (fat, oil, grease) for 
recycling or reuse. 
5. Reuse and recycling: These practices emphasize using reusable items (e.g., cloth 
napkins, glass cups, ceramic dishes); purchasing used or recycled-content 
products; implementing recycling programs; and setting up a recycling location to 
properly classify waste and garbage.  
6. Community support: Educating customers on environmentally friendly practices 
and policy, and supporting local communities to enhance the environment. 
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Theoretical Models of Corporate Environmental Sustainability 
Corporate environmental sustainability has gained the attention of both academics 
and practitioners.  Several theoretical models of ecologically-sustainable organizations have 
been proposed (Banerjee, Lyer, & Kashyap, 2003; Bansal & Roth, 2000; Chen, 2008; Chen, 
Gregoire, Arendt, & Shelley, 2011Chou, Chen, & Wang, 2012; Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; 
Flannery & May, 1994).  Among those models, the Corporate Sustainability Model (Epstein 
& Buhovac, 2014) and the Environmental Leadership Model (Flannery & May, 1994) are 
used as the foundation of this study.  These two models reveal significant factors associated 
with corporate pro-environmental strategy formulation and pro-environmental performance.  
The Corporate Sustainability Model offers a clear understanding of the drivers and 
outcomes of corporate sustainability (Figure 1).  This model discusses how corporations can 
integrate sustainability into decision-making.  The model illustrates the cause-and-effect 
relationship among inputs, processes, and outputs that determine corporate profitability.  This 
model also points out the critical role of management in simultaneously improving both 
sustainability performance and financial performance.  Management affects corporate 
sustainability through leadership, including formulation and implementation of sustainability 
strategy.  This reveals that sustainability can be achieved through top managers’ 
environmental leadership and commitment to environmental sustainability goals.  Top 
managers with strong environmental leadership may encourage employees to improve their 
own sustainability performance, eliciting positive reactions from stakeholders (e.g., 
consumer purchase and employee loyalty), resulting in better corporate financial performance 
(e.g., profit increase, cost reduction). 
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This model discusses both the antecedents (drivers of success) and consequences 
(outcomes of success) of investments in sustainability.  It also suggests the critical role of top 
managers’ leadership in improving both sustainability and financial performance.   
 
Figure 1. Corporate sustainability model. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, from 
“Making Sustainability Work: Best Practices in Managing and Measuring Corporate Social, 
Environmental, and Economic Impacts, (p. 57),” by M. J. Epstein and A. R. Buhovac, 2014, 
Copyright 2014 by Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc., San Francisco, CA. All rights reserved. 
www.bkconnection.com. 
 
The other model serving as a basis for this study is the Environmental Leadership 
Model (ELM), proposed by Flannery and May (1994) (Figure 2).  By applying Ajzen’s 
Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Flannery and May (1994) attempt to understand and 
predict how antecedents influence organizations’ pro-environmental strategy formulation and 
behavior.  In this model, four factors associated with an organization’s environmental 
strategy result in pro-environmental behaviors: top management’s moral norms and values, 
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environmental attitudes, stakeholder influences (e.g., customers, community, regulators), and 
perceived behavioral control (e.g., financial, technological, regulatory constraints).  This can 
guide researchers and practitioners to an understanding of prominent factors in corporate 
environmental strategic development and pro-environmental activities. 
 
Figure 2. Environmental leadership model. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, from  
 “Prominent Factors Influencing Environmental Activities: Application of the Environmental 
Leadership Model (ELM),” by B. L. Flannery, and D. R. May, 1994, Leadership Quarterly, 5, 
p. 205. Copyright 1994 by Elsevier. 
Based on these models, this study proposes a research model comprising significant 
stakeholder variables, sustainability strategy and performance, and corporate performance 
(financial performance and stakeholder reactions).  This study focuses on stakeholder 
engagement as an antecedent to implementing environmental strategy as well as on the role 
of top managers in providing strong environmental leadership and high eco-centric values.  
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This topic has attracted little attention. The following section describes key variables in the 
conceptual framework of this study. 
Stakeholder Engagement 
Stakeholder theory, a part of strategic management theory (Wilson, 2003), was 
introduced by Freeman in 1984.  Stakeholders are individuals, groups, or organizations that 
can either affect or be affected by corporate decisions (Freeman, 1984).  A stakeholders may 
thus include customers, suppliers, employees, local communities, governments, and 
shareholders (Berman, Wicks, Kotha, & Jones, 1999).  In this study, while other stakeholders 
are also important, customers, employees, local communities, and environmental NGOs have 
been selected, in agreement with previous studies, as the primary stakeholders affecting a 
restaurant’s commitment to environmental sustainability (Lo, 2013; Park & Kim, 2014; 
Rodriguez-Melo & Mansouri, 2011; Van Rheede & Blomme, 2012). 
Stakeholder theory has previously been applied in studies of corporate social 
responsibility and performance (Freeman & McVea, 2001; Parmar et al., 2010).  Stakeholder 
theory explains why companies should always work toward social or environmental 
sustainability; corporations should adopt socially desirable performance to follow socially 
accepted values, meet the needs of primary stakeholders, and achieve business objectives (El 
Dief & Font, 2010a; Wilson, 2003).  This suggests that a corporation whose strong 
relationships with its critical stakeholders have been gained by responding to stakeholder 
demands will achieve better corporate performance resulting in long-term success (Lo, 2013).  
Several researchers, however, perceive stakeholder theory as not just an element of 
management theory, but also one of ethics and morality theory (Berman et al., 1999; Jones & 
Wicks, 1999; Parmar et al., 2010).  Jones and Wicks (1999) argue that stakeholder theory 
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provides a new way of thinking about management by focusing on its moral basis.  Berman 
et al. (1999) have argued that a corporation should be committed to ethical, honest, and 
trustworthy relationships with key stakeholders in order to generate expected strategic 
outcomes (Figure 3).  Those researchers contend that truthful relationships with stakeholders 
should be a basis for corporate strategy, since stakeholder interests have intrinsic value.  This 
implies that a corporation sustaining stakeholder relationship based on moral commitment 
will maintain a more sincere reputation and greater competitive advantage than will those 
representing a desire to use stakeholders solely to maximize profits.  It remains therefore 
noteworthy that the way in which corporations respond to and handle stakeholder demands 
would most likely positively affect their future financial performance (Berman et al., 1999). 
 
Figure 3. The stakeholder commitment model. Reprinted with permission of the publisher, 
from “Does Stakeholder Orientation Matter? The Relationship between Stakeholder 
Management Models and Firm Financial Performance,” by S. L., Berman, A. C. Wicks, S. 
Kotha, and T. M., Jones, 1999, Academy of Management Journal, 42, p. 494. Copyright 1999 
by Academy of Management.  
 
In studies of environmental management in the hospitality industry, even though the 
role of stakeholder has been emphasized, little empirical research has been conducted 
(Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011; Park & Kim, 2014).  In Park and Kim’s study (2014), 
stakeholder pressure was found to be the most significant factor in increasing managers’ 
awareness and enhancing the corporate adoption of environmental sustainability programs.  
Stakeholders are likely to pressure a corporation into formulating a proactive environmental 
strategy and participating in environmental solutions to environmental problems.  
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Rodriguez-Melo and Mansouri (2011) argue that stakeholder cooperation has been one of the 
most valuable contributors to competitive advantage through helping companies improve in 
the area of active sustainable practices.  Thus, in order for managers to solve environmental 
problems, they should cultivate collaborative relationships with stakeholders, helping them 
become more active in developing an environmental sustainability strategy.  
To form collaborative relationships with stakeholders, corporations should engage 
stakeholders in the development of corporate strategy while addressing their expectations for 
a more sustainable society or environment.  Smith (2003) contended that engagement of 
stakeholders will help companies to respond to stakeholders’ needs and modify their actions, 
thereby burnishing the corporate reputation and improving profit.  Stakeholder engagement 
can be defined as collaborative or participative actions which stakeholders undertake for the 
purpose of helping a corporation find solutions to environmental problems and develop a 
proactive environmental strategy (Grafe-Bucken & Hinton, 1998; Lopez-Gamero et al., 
2011).  These activities may involve cooperating with the corporation through forums to 
share their expectations, providing new ideas to improve corporate environmental 
management practices, and participating in identifying the policy, objectives, and program of 
the corporate environmental management systems (Greenwood, 2007; O’Riordan & 
Fairbrass, 2014).  Black and Hartel (2003) argued that stakeholder engagement should be at 
the center of the corporate social responsiveness process, and a corporation’s capability to 
perceive stakeholder interests and respond to them would produce a competitive advantage.  
This study empirically tests the role of stakeholder engagement in advancing corporate 
environmental sustainability. 
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Top Managers’ Environmental Values 
Environmental or eco-centric values may result in pro-environmental behavior.  
Studies of the psychological determinants of pro-environmental behavior have identified 
individual values as an important factor in specific pro-environmental behaviors (e.g., 
recycling, energy conservation) (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002).  The extent to which top 
managers hold eco-centric values will likely affect the commitment to environmental 
sustainability in restaurant businesses (El Dief & Font, 2010a).  
The theory of altruistic behavior explains an individual’s environmental behavior.  
For example, Schwartz’s (1977) norm-activation theory of altruism helped us understand 
individual altruistic behavior that was likely to be activated by a moral norm or moral 
obligation resulting from an individual’s relevant values (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002).  Stern, 
Dietz, Abel, Guagnano, and Kalof (1999) used the norm-activation theory of altruism to 
explain the relationship between pro-environmental behavior and specific types of values.  
Stern et al.’s (1999) value-belief-norm (VBN) theory of environmentalism—an extended 
model of Schwartz’s (1977) norm-activation theory—helps in comprehending determinants 
of pro-environmental behaviors (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002).  The theory links personal 
values, the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP), beliefs about the biophysical environment, 
the pro-environmental personal norm, and environmental behavior.  According to VBN 
theory, individuals with strong environmental values are likely to know the consequences of 
an environmental problem, take responsibility for environmental actions, and participate in or 
support pro-environmental actions (Stern, 2000; Stern et al., 1999).  
Nordlund and Garvill (2002) also emphasized the importance of environmental values 
in explaining pro-environmental effects in their hierarchical model.  This model suggests the 
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existence of causal links between environmental values and problem awareness, personal 
norms, and pro-environmental behavior.  Those findings supported the predicted causal 
relations among variables.  As expected, environmental values positively affected awareness 
with regard to environmental problems and a personal moral obligation to work to protect the 
environment.  
A few researchers in the hospitality industry have explored the direct effect of top 
management’s environmental values on environmental performances (El Dief & Font, 2010a; 
Han, 2015).  However, they did not explain how environmental values transferred to 
environmental performances through other variables such as leadership. 
Top Managers’ Environmental Leadership 
Because environmental issues have become critical, companies have recognized the 
critical role of leadership in addressing them (Banerjee et al., 2003; Epstein & Buhovac, 
2014). Leaders set its sustainability strategies or goals and allocate resources, directing all 
activities toward corporate objectives (including environmental sustainability).  Banerjee et 
al. (2003) described management as a critical force in corporate environmentalism.  Epstein 
and Buhovac (2014) emphasized the importance of leadership in developing and 
implementing sustainability strategy as well as in communicating corporate sustainability 
with internal and external stakeholders.  
In leadership literature, responsible leadership has been proposed to improve 
employees’ perceived importance of corporate social responsibility (CSR), thereby 
influencing its social or environmental performance (Voegtlin et al., 2012).  Maak (2007) 
defined responsible leadership as “the art and ability involved in building, cultivating and 
sustaining trustful relationships to different stakeholders, both inside and outside the 
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organization, and in coordinating responsible action to achieve a meaningful, commonly 
shared business vision” (p. 334).  According to this definition, responsible leaders made 
legitimate decisions by listening to and balancing points of views inside and outside of the 
corporation in the process of achieving its goals (Voegtlin, 2011).  Therefore, it was expected 
that environmentally responsible leaders should consider the consequences of their actions 
for all stakeholders outside the corporation and listen to the interests of their claims.  
Moreover, environmentally responsible leaders should be able to convince their employees 
that environmental sustainability was a corporation’s core value and communicate its 
importance, allowing them to recognize such issues as part of their daily practice and to 
become more engaged in proactive environmental actions (Banerjee et al, 2003; Epstein & 
Buhovac, 2014; Voegtlin et al., 2012).  In this study, environmental leadership—
environmentally responsible leadership—was defined as the art or ability to mobilize 
stakeholders inside and outside the corporation to achieve business goals related to 
environmental sustainability.  
Prior leadership literature has indicated that key players’ leadership was positively 
associated with corporate performance (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008).  Brown, Trevino, 
and Harrison (2005) argued that ethical leadership increases subordinates’ dedication to 
organizational goals and objectives, benefitting corporate performance.  In CSR studies, 
ethical leadership has been of special interest with regard to corporate socially responsible or 
sustainable activities (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Khuntia & Suar, 2004; Voegtlin et al., 
2012).  Those studies described the positive influence of ethical leadership on corporate 
social responsibility.  For example, De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) examined the 
effectiveness of both ethical and despotic leadership styles in relation to a CEO’s social 
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responsibility.  The findings stressed that ethically responsible leadership was positively 
related to a leader’s tendency toward social responsibility.  CEOs in nonprofit organizations 
show a higher concern for social responsibility, and exhibited more ethically responsible 
leadership behavior and less despotic leadership than do CEOs in profit-oriented 
organizations.  Khuntia and Suar (2004) also confirmed that managers’ leadership styles (e.g., 
leaders’ altruistic motive/character) were significantly correlated with corporate performance.  
Voegtlin et al. (2012) argued that socially responsible leadership was closely associated with 
corporate social or environmental performance.  
Even though a few studies have examined the direct effect of leadership style on CSR 
(Waldman, Siegel, & Javidan, 2006), this topic has been neglected in the environmental 
sustainability literature. This suggests a need for more research into the role of leadership in 
corporate environmental sustainability (Banerjee et al, 2003; Metcalf & Benn, 2013; Strand, 
2011; Waldman & Siegel, 2008). 
Environmental Sustainability Strategy and Practices 
Environmental sustainability in the marketplace was no longer just an option but 
rather a determinant of competitive advantage (Greenwood, Rosenbeck, & Scott, 2012; 
Rodriguez-Melo & Mansouri, 2011).  For corporate sustainability to be initiated, maintained, 
and improved, a proactive environmental strategy was needed.  A practical environmental 
strategy will cultivate a corporation’s socially and environmentally responsible culture that 
motivates employees to become more aware about environmental initiatives and encourages 
them to be more proactive, improving corporate financial and nonfinancial performance 
(Epstein & Buhovac, 2014). 
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Prior studies have identified two facets of corporate environmental management.  
Park (2009) suggested “organizational environmental management systems (green 
purchasing, auditing and control, and stakeholder relations), and technical practices (energy 
management, water conservation, and waste management practices)” (p. 32). El Dief and 
Font (2010a) identified two constructs related to corporate environmental management: 
organizational planning and operational practices.  The attributes of organizational planning 
include corporate environmental audits and employee training for raising employees’ 
environmental awareness.  Operational practices are associated with practical actions such as 
using energy-efficient lighting and appliances and water-conserving fixtures.  Fraj, Matute, 
and Melero (2015) list 16 proactive environmental strategies such as having a clear 
environmental policy, giving priority to purchasing ecological and environmentally 
respectful products (reusable, recyclable), and training employees on environmental issues.   
The significant antecedents of an environmental strategy have been discussed in 
previous studies outside of the hospitality industry; little research, however, can be found in 
hospitality literature.  In a case study of waste management companies, Flannery and May 
(1994) found that a stakeholder group could have significant influence in the formulation and 
implementation of a company’s environmental strategy.  Top management’s values and 
attitudes are also essential to the formulation of a proactive corporate environmental strategy.  
Banerjee et al. (2003) empirically examined the relationships in various business sectors between 
public concern, regulatory forces, competitive advantage, and top management commitment, 
and their impact on cooperate environment strategies.  Their findings indicated that top 
management commitment was the most influential antecedent of corporate environmental 
orientation and strategy.  They also found that public concern for the environment was a 
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significant force in corporate environmental strategies.  From these prior studies, it seems 
clear that a stakeholder group’s interests and top management’s environmental role can 
develop proactive environmental strategies and ensure advanced environmental performance.  
These improved environmental strategies and performances will reduce the costs of input 
resources (water, energy), differentiate products and services, and improve corporate 
reputation, resulting in enhanced financial performance (Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Lo, 
2013). 
Corporate Performance 
Previous studies have demonstrated that higher levels of social-environmental 
responsibility in corporations improved their market share gain and total gross profit (Enz & 
Siguaw, 1999; Epstein & Buhovac 2014; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Tari et al., 2010), as well 
as produced positive customer reaction and employee satisfaction (Chan & Hawkins, 2010; 
DiPietro et al., 2013; Jeong & Jang, 2010; Namkung & Jang, 2013; Szuchnicki, 2009). 
Performance evaluation was an important issue for managers, since it can be used as a 
reference in decision-making with regard to budget distribution and/or performance 
improvement for business units (Chen, 2009).  Evaluation of financial measures exclusively, 
however, might have limited utility and may not accurately reflect true operational or 
managerial efficiency, since performance evaluation factors are multidimensional.  Therefore, 
incorporating both financial and nonfinancial performance measures into management 
systems might be the best way to evaluate a firm’s performance.  In this study, corporate 
outcomes are thus assessed in terms of financial and nonfinancial performance.  
Financial performance is often measured by profit margins, market share, operating 
profits, return on investment (ROI), return on sales, and net profits (Han, 2012; Kim, 2004; 
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Venkatraman, 1989; Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986).  These financial measures reflect 
the effects of both past and current activities.  Meanwhile, nonfinancial measures, associated 
with customer satisfaction or corporate improvement activities, reflect the effect of current 
managerial actions that may not show up in financial performance measurements until some 
future time (Kaplan & Norton, 1992).  Banker, Potter, and Srinivasan (2005) suggested that 
nonfinancial measures such as those related to customer satisfaction are associated more with 
long-term profits than with immediate financial performance.  Many researchers and 
practitioners now use nonfinancial measures such as product quality, customer satisfaction, 
and employee satisfaction to evaluate managerial performance (Banker et al., 2005; Wang, 
Chen, Lee, & Tasi, 2013).  If nonfinancial measures reflect future financial performance, 
they may be useful in conjunction with financial performance indicators for evaluating 
corporate performance.  
In a hospitality context, and especially in a restaurant context, the impact of 
environmental sustainability management or environmental involvement on a corporate 
performance has received little empirical examination.  The literature has been inconclusive 
with respect to the relationship between environmental practices and corporate performance 
(Garay & Font, 2012; Inoue & Lee, 2011; Kang et al., 2010; Park & Lee, 2009; Pereira-
Moliner et al., 2015; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Tari et al, 2010).  These studies, moreover, 
have focused on financial performance at the expense of nonfinancial measures that may be 
more significant long-term indicators of corporate benefit.  Considering the increasing 
recognition of the importance of sustainability management in today’s marketplace, a clearer 
understanding, including nonfinancial indicators, should be sought regarding the effects of 
environmental sustainability management on restaurant performance. 
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Restaurant Characteristics 
Restaurants’ involvement in environmental sustainability may differ depending on 
restaurant characteristics such as chain-affiliation and restaurant type. In independent 
restaurants, more than in chain restaurants, managers may have discretionary power to 
develop environmental initiatives to the greatest extent (Park & Kim 2014). When 
considering incorporating new environmental initiatives, for example, managers in chain 
restaurants may be restricted by contractual agreements. Park and Kim (2014) demonstrated 
that top managers’ attitudes toward environmental issues had little influence on 
environmental initiatives in chain hotel companies when compared to independent hotel 
companies. Top managers of independent restaurants, with more freedom to decide on 
environmental issues, have strongly influenced hotels’ involvement in environmental 
practices. Similarly, in mostly self-managed upscale restaurants, managers or 
owner/managers are free from governance of parent companies. In addition, upscale 
restaurants have been characterized by higher quality dishes and more customized food and 
service than casual and fast food restaurants, and managers in upscale restaurants are more 
likely to try to respond to recent consumer trends, especially those addressing 
environmentally-conscious consumers’ demands (DiPietro et al., 2013, Namkung & Jang, 
2013). This study thus investigated whether a restaurant’s environmental sustainability is 
associated with restaurant characteristics such as chain affiliation and restaurant type. 
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Proposed Model and Research Hypotheses 
The Role of Managers’ Environmental Value  
Eco-oriented managers’ values play a key role in influencing corporate environmental 
sustainability (Egri & Herman, 2000; Flannery & May, 1994; Park & Kim, 2014).  Stern et al. 
(1999) contended that individuals with well-developed environmental values are likely to 
accept public values or those of social movements, and experience a moral obligation with 
respect to pro-environmental actions, usually supporting them.  Managers with such 
environmental or ethical values are more likely to address stakeholder interests and to have 
genuine and ethical relationships with them, thereby helping a corporation develop a more 
practical environmental strategy (Black & Hartel, 2003).  Nordlund and Garvill (2002) tested 
the effects of environmental values, problem awareness, and personal norm on pro-
environmental behavior.  The findings supported their expectation that psychological factors, 
including environmental values, increase pro-environmental behavior.  
El Dief and Font (2010a) investigated the influence of personal and organizational 
values that include environmental sustainability on the environmental planning and 
operations.  These findings supported the notion that an organization’s altruistic values may 
have a significant impact on its environmental planning, leading to activities like regular 
environmental audits and environmental awareness seminars.  Their results suggested that a 
manager’s personal eco-centric values may explain the degree to which an organization was 
committed to its environmental operations (e.g., energy and water efficiency practices). 
Based on the literature review, the following hypotheses were proposed: 
H1: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence environmental 
leadership. 
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H2: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence stakeholder 
engagement. 
H3: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability.  
The Role of Managers’ Environmental Leadership 
Environmental leadership is important to the formulation and execution of advanced 
environmental strategy and practices.  Companies need leaders who regard environmental 
sustainability as a central principle of their strategy and who can exhibit environmental 
leadership, conveying these goals into the corporation.  Epstein and Buhovac (2014) 
described environmentally responsible leaders as those who make environmental 
sustainability a core value, communicate its importance, and raise environmental awareness 
of members, thereby encouraging them to treat sustainability as an important aspect of their 
responsibilities. 
Few studies exist of leadership style in environmental sustainability literature.  Prior 
studies have shown, however, that leadership style was significantly related to corporate 
performance (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Khuntia & Suar, 2004).  In CSR studies, De 
Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) demonstrated positive relationships between leaders’ social 
responsibility and ethical leadership (e.g., morality and fairness, role clarification).  Voegtlin 
et al. (2012) also argued that socially responsible leadership was closely related to corporate 
social or environmental performance.  Khuntia and Suar (2004) investigated the effects of 
leadership styles of Indian managers on corporate performance, and their findings showed 
empowerment and altruistic motive/character were significantly correlated with corporate 
performance.  
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It was expected that managers who exhibit stronger environmental leadership are 
most likely to value stakeholder expectations with respect to environmental sustainability and 
to show greater commitment to environmental strategy and operations.  The following 
hypotheses were thus formulated: 
H4: Top managers’ environmental leadership will significantly influence stakeholder 
engagement.  
H5: Top managers’ environmental leadership will significantly influence restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability.  
Stakeholder Engagement and Environmental Sustainability  
Stakeholders are key contributors to corporate commitment to sustainability (Lopez-
Gamero et al., 2011; Park & Kim, 2014). The extent to which companies identify and 
understand the interests of key stakeholders and involve them in management decision-
making processes will affect the development of companies’ environmental sustainability 
practices.  
In the hotel industry, Park and Kim (2014) demonstrated that, in adopting advanced 
environmental programs, stakeholder interests or demands, especially from customer and 
business or trade associations, were more influential than economic benefits or managers’ 
environmental concerns.  Stakeholder environmental interests may pique managers’ interest 
in protecting the environment.  Their enhanced awareness motivates them to initiate 
cooperative relationships with primary stakeholder groups leading to design of an 
environmental strategy and participation in environmental activities (Lopez-Gamero et al., 
2011).  Rodriguez-Melo and Mansouri (2011) also asserted that stakeholder involvement 
affects corporate commitment to sustainability.  Black and Hartel (2003) studied the roles of 
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stakeholder engagement with respect to corporate ability to respond to social needs.  They 
argued that the extent to which a firm conforms to stakeholders’ expectations and 
incorporates management of stakeholder relationships into corporate strategy influences a 
corporation’s ability to be socially and ethically responsible.  It was therefore to be expected 
that a company addressing stakeholder interests through collaborative relationships would 
have a greater tendency to adopt a proactive environmental strategy and improve 
environmental performance compared to those that do not.  The following hypothesis was 
thus formulated: 
H6: Stakeholder engagement will significantly influence restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability. 
Environmental Sustainability and Corporate Performance 
Corporate socially responsible activities contribute to a firm’s performance through 
reduced operational costs, increased gross profit, or strengthened relationships with 
stakeholders (Alonso & Ogle, 2010; Revell & Blackburn, 2007; Wong & Gao, 2014).  The 
literature describing the relationship between socially or environmentally responsible 
behavior and corporate financial performance has indicated a positive relationship (Kang et 
al., 2010; Lee & Park, 2009; Segarra-Ona, Peiro-Signes, & Verma, 2012).  
Garay and Font (2012) investigated the impact of sustainability management on 
financial performance on small and medium-sized accommodation enterprises.  They 
demonstrated that practices such as saving energy and water have a strong correlation with 
financial gain and managers’ satisfaction with financial performance.  Rodriguez and Cruz 
(2007) demonstrated that hotels’ higher involvement in social and environmental 
responsibility could improve their profits.  Luo and Bhattacharya (2009) also reported that 
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CSR activity increases customer satisfaction as well as brand and customer loyalty, thereby 
improving financial performance.  Other studies also supported the positive effect of 
environmentally friendly practices on customers’ satisfaction and loyalty (Han, Hsu, Lee, & 
Sheu, 2011; Jang, Kim, & Lee, 2015; Jeong & Jang, 2010; Liu, Wong, Rongwei, & Tseng, 
2014; Namkung & Jang, 2013). 
The causal link between financial and nonfinancial performance has also been 
demonstrated.  Banker et al. (2005) studied time-series data from lodging properties managed 
by a large hospitality firm.  Their findings indicated that nonfinancial measures (customer 
likelihood of return, complaints) were significantly associated with the chain’s financial 
performance (total revenue per available room, operating cost per available room).  Epstein 
and Buhovac (2014) have argued that stakeholder reactions are significantly related to both 
short-term revenues and to long-term corporate performance.  Therefore, the following 
hypotheses were presented:  
H7: Restaurants’ environmentally sustainability will significantly influence their 
financial performance. 
H8: Restaurants’ environmentally sustainability will significantly influence their 
nonfinancial performance. 
 Based on the literature review above, the following research model was proposed 
(Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Proposed research model 
 
Summary of the Literature 
Researchers have attempted to enhance the understanding of corporate environmental 
sustainability by identifying critical factors influencing environmental sustainability and by 
investigating the outcomes from adopting such practices. While previous studies have offered 
meaningful insights into variables related to corporate sustainability, they overlooked the role 
of top management and stakeholder engagement considered to be the central variables in 
corporate environmental sustainability. Most studies have also failed to suggest practical 
frameworks integrating theories and models from the literature (e.g., environmental 
psychology, stakeholder theory, leadership theory). This study therefore contributes to 
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existing literature by suggesting an environmental sustainability framework that can be 
practically applicable to the restaurant industry and by examining the relationship among the 
constructs used in the framework.  
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CHAPTER 3.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship among key 
constructs in the model: environmental values, leadership, stakeholder engagement, 
environmental sustainability, and corporate performance. This chapter discusses the use of 
human subjects, the research design, study population and sample, data collection, survey 
instrument, and data analysis that were used for this study.  
Use of Human Subjects 
The survey instrument was evaluated and approved by the Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Iowa State University (Appendix A). A cover letter 
attached to the web questionnaire explained the purpose of the study and ensured 
participants’ anonymity and confidentiality of their responses (Appendix B). All researchers 
completed Human Subjects Research Assurance Training and were certified by Iowa State 
University. 
Research Design 
A survey method was administered for this study.  Surveys are often used in 
quantitative and non-experimental research design, and are assumed to be suitable for testing 
relationships among variables in the proposed research model (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005). 
Many researchers prefer surveys because of their simplicity; the researchers distribute a set 
of questions to a sample representing a large population, summarize their responses with 
several statistical indexes, and then draw inferences about the characteristics, opinions, 
attitudes, or behaviors of the respondents (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).  
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Study Population and Sample  
The target population for the study was top managers in all types of restaurants (e.g., 
fast food, casual, and upscale restaurants) in the United States.  This study was conducted 
from the managers’ perspective, not from the customers’ perspective. A top-level manager 
has ultimate discretion and responsibility for the operation of the restaurant (Park & Kim, 
2014). For this study, top-level managers could be general managers, owner/managers, front-
of-the house (FOH) managers, and back-of-the house (BOH) managers.  FOH managers and 
BOH managers were included because of the range of their responsibilities. The selection 
criteria for the sample was top-level managers employed in a restaurant that has implemented 
environmental practices (e.g., recycling, using local food, using energy efficient equipment) 
for at least one year prior to the survey.  A convenience sampling method was used in this 
study. 
Sampling Frame 
The sample was selected from panels recruited by Qualtrics, one of the world’s 
leading research companies specializing in panel surveys.  Qualtrics retains more than 4000 
restaurant managers in its panels. Respondents were recruited from customer lists (e.g., 
airline, online shopping mall). These respondents were double-opted (accepted the initial 
invite and were then confirmed through another verification email). All were screened and 
their position or title verified. They joined the panel with the understanding that their 
participation would be limited to market research. They also understood that they would be 
compensated for their participation, and the compensation form and amount (e.g., airline 
miles, shopper points) would depend on recruitment method.  The researcher paid $32 per 
36 
 
participant to cover the costs of panel recruitment and management, project management, and 
participant compensation.  
Sample Size 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the proposed structural 
relationships.  Garver and Mentzer (1999) and Hoelter (1983) proposed that the minimum 
sample size for use of SEM should be about 200, suggesting that a sample size of 200 or 
more would provide sufficient statistical power with a given SEM model.  Two recent studies 
recommend small sample sizes (Wolf, Harrington, Clark, & Miller, 2013; Sideridis, Simos, 
Papanicolaou, & Fletcher, 2014). They suggested that a sample size of 50-70 would be 
enough for a SEM testing with four latent variables.  Many hospitality studies have followed 
this recommendation and conducted SEM with sample sizes of 200-250 (Lee et al., 2014; 
Park, Kim, & McCleary, 2014; Song, 2010).  For example, Park et al. (2014) conducted SEM 
with a sample size of 206 when investigating hotel top-managers’ attitudes in companies’ 
environmental management.  Chen (2008) tested SEM using 138 responses collected from 
administrators from college and university dining services.  This study was therefore targeted 
at collecting 200-250 responses.  
Data Collection 
A web-based survey was administered for this study. Web-based surveys utilizing 
validated panel groups have gained popularity among academics, practitioners, and global 
corporations because this approach helps them gather highly reliable data from the relevant 
target groups (Evans & Mathur, 2005; Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2012; Zikmund & 
Babin, 1999).   
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Qualtrics distributed the survey and collected the responses. Qualtrics sent invitation 
emails to restaurant manages using its email lists. Once participants accepted participation in 
the survey, they could access a link to the informed consent form and the web questionnaire.  
Once they had read the informed consent form and agreed to participate in the survey, they 
had to answer two screening questions about their current position, and years of 
environmental practices. Respondents not meeting the selection criteria were screened out 
and removed from the sample; those who did meet the criteria were allowed to proceed.  To 
prevent poor quality responses, respondents who finished the survey in less than five minutes 
or who did not satisfactorily answer the attention filter questions were removed from the 
sample. Attention filters, which Qualtrics recommends, can ensure that respondents are 
actually reading and responding thoughtfully to the questions.  Two attention filter questions 
were inserted into the survey (“select the number six for this statement” and “answer this line 
with the number one”).  As a result, 2,260 of approximately 2,500 responses were screened 
out.  
Qualtrics estimated the raw number of panel members required to produce a sample 
size of approximately 250 surveys through initial launch; the expected response rate was 
10%. Invitation emails were sent to approximately 2,500 managers, including respondents to 
the initial launch. A total of 240 questionnaires were returned after screening out respondents 
based on screening questions and quality checks. Researchers checked the validity of the 240 
returned responses. For example, responses showing a tendency of straight-lining (e.g., 
straight 7) were scrutinized and eliminated. Out of 240 returned questionnaires, 22 invalid 
responses were removed, yielding a total of 218 responses used for final analysis (response 
rate of 8.7%). The response rate of this study was comparable to the response rates of other 
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recent web-based studies (Han, 2015; Park et al., 2014), which indicated the response rates 
were 6.3% and 7.4%, respectively.  Once their responses were approved, participants were 
compensated through their recruitment sources. Participants who returned valid responses 
received incentives worth approximately $10.  
Survey Instrument  
The questionnaire include the following components: environmental sustainability 
strategy and practices, managers’ environmental values and leadership, stakeholder 
engagement, restaurants’ financial and nonfinancial performance, restaurants’ characteristics, 
and managers’ demographic information. Survey items were adapted from previous studies 
(e.g., El Dief & Font, 2010a; Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011; Voegtlin, 2011; Lo, 2013).  
Measures 
Environmental sustainability items —environmental strategy and practices—were 
borrowed from previous hotel studies with slight modifications to fit the restaurant context. 
For example, the “Our hotel incorporates environmental management into policy” was 
modified to “Our restaurant incorporates environmental management into policy.” 
Environmental sustainability strategy was measured with six items adapted from El Dief and 
Font (2010a) and Park et al. (2014), which demonstrated high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 
0.86, 0.87, respectively).  Environmental practices were assessed with 16 items.  Thirteen 
items were adapted from Park’s (2009) study (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91) and the remaining 
three items were adapted from Wang et al.’s (2013) study because of their importance in the 
restaurant context (e.g., collect FOG waste [fat, oil, grease] and give it to a qualified 
company for recycling).  Respondents were asked to consider a restaurant’s performance and 
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evaluate each item on a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = to no extent and 7 = to a very 
great extent).  
Managers’ environmental values were then measured using three items adapted from 
Stern et al.’s (1999) study (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.73), which is based on the New Ecological 
Paradigm (NEP) Scale developed by Dunlap, Liere, Mertig, and Jones (2000).  In the next 
step, three environmental leadership items were adapted from De Hoogh and Den Hartog’s 
(2008) scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78) and Voegtlin’s (2011) scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 
0.84), and slightly modified to fit the purpose of this study.  For example, “Considers the 
consequences of decisions for the affected stakeholders” was slightly modified to “Considers 
the consequences of environmental decisions for the key stakeholders.” To measure each of 
these items, a seven-point Likert scale was used, with 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 
agree. 
Stakeholder engagement was measured with four items.  Four items were adapted 
from Lopez-Gamero et al.’s study (2011) and Black and Hartel’s study (2003) (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.89).  All items were measured with a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree). Restaurant performance was measured in terms of both 
financial and nonfinancial outcomes.  Financial performance measures were based on Lo’s 
(2013) study (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89).  Performance measures include average sales growth, 
total gross profit, return on investment, and cost advantages.  Nonfinancial performance 
measures were adapted from Tari et al.’s (2010) study (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83), and 
include four items: employee satisfaction, employee motivation, customer satisfaction, and 
customer retention. If the respondent was a manager responsible for several restaurants, 
he/she was asked to answer the questions based on the single restaurant with best-performing 
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environmental policies or practices. Both performance measures were scored with a seven-
point Likert scale with 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.  Objective measures of 
performance are not easily attainable, especially in small, individually owned restaurants, so 
subjective measures in the form of managers’ perceptions were used.  Researchers often use 
such subjective performance measures to assess financial performance because they knew it 
was difficult to interpret and compare corporate financial data among several hospitality 
companies (Han, 2012; Venkatraman, 1989).  Researchers have reported that subjective 
measurement of financial performance can reflect or be closely related to objective 
measurement (Venkatraman, 1989).  Finally, variables related to restaurants’ and managers’ 
characteristics were based on those of previous studies (Garay & Font, 2012). Management 
variables were gender, age, and education. Restaurant variables included chain affiliation and 
restaurant type.  
Expert Reviews 
To increase the questionnaire’s face validity, five professors of hospitality 
management were asked to review the hard copy of the questionnaire for clarity, validity, and 
ease of understanding.  Based on their comments, changes were made to the questionnaire. 
For example, definitions of terms (e.g., environmental strategy, environmental practices) 
were added at the beginning of the survey. The statement of environmental strategy “Gives 
employees training on environmental issues” was reworded to “Implements employee 
environmental training programs.”  
Online Questionnaire Development 
The researcher built the web-based survey and developed a web questionnaire on the 
Qualtrics website. The survey began with the informed consent form and included a question 
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asking their intention to participate in the survey. If the participants chose “I agree” to this 
statement, they were allowed to proceed. 
The next page of the questionnaire had two screening questions. For the first question, 
“What is your current position in your restaurant?” participants who chose “I am not in a top 
managerial position” were not allowed to continue.  For the second question, “Has your 
restaurant implemented any environmentally friendly practices over a period of at least one 
year?” participants who answered in the negative were not allowed to continue.  
To ensure that participants understood the terminology used in the survey, the key 
terms (e.g., environmental sustainability strategy and environmental sustainability practices) 
were defined. While responding to the survey, respondents were required to answer each 
question on a page before they could advance to the next. They were allowed to use the back 
button to go back to the previous section and change their responses if necessary. The 
“Prevent Ballot Box Stuffing” option prevented respondents from taking the survey more 
than once.  
Pilot Test 
To ensure clarity of directions, statements, and scales used in the questionnaire, a web 
questionnaire was pilot-tested with 20 restaurant managers selected at random from the 
Qualtrics pool of restaurant managers.  Qualtrics invited participants by sending emails that 
contained links to the web questionnaire. The pilot test respondents were 14 general 
managers and 6 owner/managers, while 13 were female, 12 were 31-40 years old, and their 
average working experience in the restaurant industry was 14.2 years. 
The researcher designed the web questionnaire for the pilot test; it consisted of a 
cover letter and a pilot test form (Appendix C). If participants read the informed consent 
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form and agreed to participate in the survey, they could proceed to the screening questions.  
Once they met the qualification criteria, they could continue. After completing the survey, 
they were asked to complete a pilot test form and to comment on its clarity and on the 
appropriateness of the statements and scales. They indicated that all questions were clear and 
understandable, and that the scales used to access each item were appropriate, but some 
suggested enlarging the font. As a result, no changes were made in the wording of the 
statement or scales, but the font size was increased to improve readability. Participants in the 
pilot test were excluded from the survey sample since participants were not allowed to take 
the survey more than once.  
Data Analysis 
The data were analyzed using SPSS version 20.0 and AMOS version 20.0 (Arbuckle, 
2011; George & Mallery, 2001).   
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the respondents’ demographic profiles and 
calculate means and standard deviations of environmental strategies and practices. An 
independent sample t-test and one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were used to 
compare means based on restaurant characteristics. 
To test the proposed structural relationships, SEM was used in this study. SEM, a 
multivariate statistical method, tests causal relationships among multi-variables.  The 
advantage of this method was the ability to evaluate several model construct relationships 
simultaneously.  SEM has been applied to a variety of problems in the hospitality literature 
(Han et al., 2011; Kang et al., 2012; Lee et al, 2014). Following Anderson and Gerbing’s 
(1988) two-step approach, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess a 
measurement model and SEM was then performed to test the proposed model. The validity 
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of the measurement model was evaluated using the goodness-of-fit indices such as chi-square 
statistics (χ2), chi-square to degrees of freedom (χ2/df), comparative fit index (CFI), non-
normed fit index (NNFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The 
adequacy of the measurement model was assessed by composite reliability, convergent 
validity, and discriminant validity. Cronbach’s alpha was also used to test the reliability of 
each construct. Once the measurement model was validated, SEM was conducted to examine 
the proposed relationships among the six constructs. The maximum likelihood method was 
used to assess both the measurement model and structural model. The maximum likelihood is 
a commonly and widely used estimation method due to its good statistical properties such as 
having approximate normal distributions and a small standard error (Kline, 2005).  
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CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY IN THE 
RESTAURANT INDUSTRY: A COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE 
BASED ON RESTAURANT CHARACTERISTICS 
A paper to be submitted to the Journal of Foodservice Business Research 
Yoon Jung Jang, Tianshu Zheng, and Robert Bosselman  
 
Abstract 
Most studies on restaurants’ environmental performance have taken the customers’ 
rather than managers’ perspectives. Only a few studies have examined sustainable practices 
in foodservice operations from the vantage point of restaurant managers, who are responsible 
for their adoption and implementation, and are the most knowledgeable about their 
restaurants’ performance. This study therefore investigates the environmental sustainability 
performance of US restaurants based on managers’ perspectives. The study also determines 
whether environmental sustainability is based on a restaurant’s characteristics (chain 
affiliation and restaurant type). A web-based survey was administered to top-level restaurant 
managers in fast food, casual, and upscale restaurants. The findings indicated that most 
restaurants had adopted six environmental sustainability strategies and 16 environmental 
sustainability practices. Significant differences were found according to restaurant 
characteristics in restaurants’ commitment to environmental sustainability strategies and 
practices. Finally, directions for future research were discussed. 
 
Keywords: environmental sustainability; environmental sustainability performance;  
        restaurant characteristics 
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Introduction 
Environmental pressures have affected all industries, including the hospitality 
industry, and many food service companies have championed environmental programs. 
Environmental sustainability practices in the foodservice industry refer to activities such as 
purchasing environmentally friendly products, using water- and energy-efficient equipment, 
reusing and recycling, and reducing waste (Van Rheede & Blomme, 2012). The nonprofit 
Green Restaurant Association, founded in 1990, has been helping restaurants initiate and 
implement environmentally friendly or sustainable practices. Many independent and chain-
affiliated restaurants have acquired green restaurant certification (Green Restaurant 
Association, 2015). In light of this trend, research on this issue has flourished (Myung, 
McClaren, & Li, 2012), and a great deal of attention has been given to significant factors 
associated with consumers’ behavioral intentions towards hospitality companies’ adoption of 
environmentally friendly practices (Dutta, Umashankar, Choi, & Parsa, 2008; Han & Kim, 
2010; Han, Hsu, & Lee, 2009; Han, Hsu, & Sheu, 2010; Hu, Parsa, & Self, 2010; Kang, Stein, 
Heo, & Lee, 2012; Kim, Njite, & Hancer, 2013; Lee, Conklin, Cranage, & Lee, 2014; 
Manaktola & Jauhari, 2007; Schubert, 2008).  
However, most research has focused on customers’ perceptions of the environmental 
practices of foodservice operations, and has examined the influence of customers’ 
perceptions on their attitudes and intention to return to environmentally friendly restaurants 
(DiPietro, Gao, & Partlow, 2013; Dutta et al., 2008; Szuchnicki, 2009). Only a few studies 
have examined sustainability practices in food service operations from the perspective of the 
managers responsible for those practices and are therefore in the best position to evaluate 
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their restaurants’ performance (Chen, Gregoire, Arendt, Shelley, 2011; Huang, Gregoire, 
Tangney, & Stone, 2011). 
This study therefore identified environmental sustainability dimensions and issues in 
the foodservice industry based on an extensive literature review that will lay the groundwork 
for future environmental studies. This study also examined environmental sustainability 
performance implemented in U.S. restaurants. Findings highlight the need for further study to 
enhance the understanding of adoption of environmental sustainability in restaurants. The 
objectives of this study were (1) to identify the dimensions and issues of restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability; (2) to examine the involvement of restaurants in environmental 
sustainability; and, (3) to determine whether environmental sustainability involvement differs 
based on restaurant characteristics (chain-affiliation and restaurant type). 
Literature review 
Restaurants’ environmental sustainability strategies and practices 
Environmental sustainability in the marketplace is no longer just an option but rather 
a determinant of competitive advantage (Greenwood, Rosenbeck, & Scott, 2012; 
Rodriguez-Melo & Mansouri, 2011). For corporate sustainability to be initiated, maintained, 
and improved, a proactive environmental strategy is needed. A practical environmental 
strategy will cultivate a corporation’s socially and environmentally responsible culture that 
motivates employees to become more aware of environmental initiatives and encourages 
them to be more proactive, thus improving corporate financial and nonfinancial performance 
(Epstein & Buhovac, 2014). 
Prior studies have identified two facets of corporate management of environmental 
sustainability.  Park (2009) suggested “organizational environmental management systems 
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(green purchasing, auditing and control, and stakeholder relations) and technical practices 
(energy management, water conservation, and waste management practices)” (p. 32). El Dief 
and Font (2010a) identified two constructs of corporate environmental management: 
organizational planning and operational practices. Attributes of organizational planning 
include corporate environmental audits and employee training for raising employees’ 
environmental awareness.  Operational practices are associated with practical actions such as 
using energy-efficient lighting and appliances, and using water-conserving fixtures.  Fraj, 
Matute, and Melero (2015) list 16 proactive environmental strategies such as having a clear 
environmental policy, giving priority to purchasing ecological and environmentally 
respectful products (reusable, recyclable), and training employees on environmental issues.   
Based on these prior studies, this study investigated two facets of environmental 
sustainability in restaurant companies: environmental sustainability strategy and 
environmental sustainability practices. Environmental sustainability strategy is defined as a 
set of strategic activities directed by companies toward improving environmentally 
sustainable performance, for instance, to promote the use of energy-efficient appliances, to 
give priority to purchasing environmentally friendly products, and to develop systems for 
monitoring energy use (Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Onkila, 2011). The term environmental 
sustainability practices refers to practices implemented by companies to reduce negative 
environmental impact, including purchasing environmentally friendly products, using water- 
and energy- efficient equipment, reusing and recycling, and reducing waste (Tzschentke, 
Kirk, & Lynch, 2008; Van Rheede & Blomme, 2012). This study identified dimensions and 
issues related to restaurant environmental sustainability based on an extensive literature 
review (Table 2) (Choi & Parsa, 2006; El Dief & Font, 2010; Hu et al., 2010; Park, 2009; 
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Park, Kim, & McCleary, 2014; Schubert, 2008; Szuchnicki, 2009; Wang, Chen, Lee, & Tasi, 
2013). 
Table 2. Restaurants’ environmental sustainability dimensions and issues 
Dimensions Issues 
Environmental sustainability 
strategy 
Our restaurant…  
Incorporates environmental management into policy. 
Monitors and records our environmental performance. 
Gives priority to purchasing environmentally friendly products 
(biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) to other environmentally 
harmful alternatives. 
Implements employee environmental training programs. 
Recognizes and rewards its employees for developing new 
environmental initiatives.  
Publish regular external reports about our environmental impacts or 
provide information on our website.  
 
Environmental sustainability 
practices 
 
Our restaurant… 
1) Sustainable food 
 
 
2) Energy efficiency and 
conservation 
 
 
 
3) Water efficiency and 
conservation 
 
4) Reducing waste 
 
 
 
5) Reuse and recycling  
 
 
 
6) Community support 
 
 
Purchases locally produced food. 
Purchases foods grown without use of toxic synthetic pesticides or 
fertilizers. 
Uses energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., cooler, freezer, air 
conditioner, ice machine, or steamer). 
Uses high energy efficient lighting. 
Implements renewable energy programs (e.g., use of wind or solar 
power). 
Installs water-efficient devices and equipment (e.g., water-efficient 
dishwashers).  
Uses water-saving faucets. 
Gives food leftovers to a food bank or food shelter, etc 
Composts kitchen waste. 
Collects FOG waste (fat, oil, grease) and handle it to qualified 
company for recycling.  
Uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, ceramic dishes).  
Purchases used or recycled-content products. 
Implements recycling programs. 
Sets recycling spot in order to properly classify waste and garbage. 
Educates guests on environmentally friendly practices and policy. 
Supports local communities to enhance the local environment. 
 
Restaurant characteristics  
A restaurant’s involvement in environmental sustainability may depend on its type 
and whether it is independent or part of a chain. Managers of independent restaurants have 
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more discretionary power than managers of chain restaurants to develop environmental 
initiatives (Park & Kim, 2014). When considering new environmental initiatives, for example, 
managers in chain restaurants may be restricted by contractual agreements. Park and Kim 
(2014) demonstrated that top managers’ attitudes toward environmental issues had less 
influence on environmental initiatives in chain hotel companies than those of independent 
hotel companies. Top managers of independent restaurants, with more freedom to decide on 
environmental issues, have strongly influenced hotels’ environmental practices (Park & Kim, 
2014). Similarly, in most self-managed upscale restaurants, managers or owner/managers are 
free from governance of parent companies. In addition, upscale restaurants offer higher 
quality dishes and more personalized food and service than casual and fast food restaurants; 
managers in upscale restaurants are more likely to keep up with consumer trends, especially 
those that cater to environmentally-conscious consumers (DiPietro et al., 2013; Namkung & 
Jang, 2013). This study thus investigated whether a restaurant’s environmental sustainability 
is associated with characteristics such as chain affiliation and type. 
Research methodology 
A web-based survey was administered for this study. The questionnaire was 
developed in three stages. The initial questionnaire was based on the literature review.  Five 
hospitality management professors reviewed this version to evaluate its clarity and 
appropriateness.  A pilot test of 20 top-level restaurant managers was then conducted.  The 
final questionnaire was based on their feedback. The final questionnaire included the 
environmental sustainability strategy, environmental sustainability practices, managers’ 
demographic information, and restaurant characteristics. Respondents were asked to consider 
their restaurant’s performance related to strategy and practices and to evaluate each item on a 
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seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = to no extent to 7 = to a very great extent). Management 
variables were gender, age, and education. Restaurant variables were chain affiliation and 
restaurant type. The respondents were asked to indicate the category that most closely 
describes the management arrangement (e.g., independent or chain) and the type of their 
restaurants (e.g., upscale, casual, or fast food restaurant).  
The sample was composed of top-level restaurant managers in the United States. Data 
were collected from panels maintained by one of the world’s leading research companies 
specializing in panel surveys. Emails were sent to 2,500 managers and after invalid responses 
were removed, 218 responses were used for final analysis (response rate 8.7%).  The data 
were analyzed with SPSS version 20.0.  Descriptive statistics were used to describe the 
respondents’ profiles, and calculate means and standard deviations of environmental 
strategies and practices. An independent sample t-test and one-way Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) were used to compare means based on restaurant characteristics. 
Results  
Profiles of respondents 
Respondents’ profiles are described in Table 3. A majority of respondents were 
female (64.7%) and under age 40 (69.2%). In addition, 78.8% had earned at least two-year 
college degrees or some college credits. In terms of location, 27.5% were located in the 
Northeast, followed by the South (26.6%), the Midwest (22.9%), and the West (22.0%). With 
respect to ownership, 46.8% were managed independent restaurants and 51.8% managed 
chain restaurants. In terms of restaurant type, 38.5% of respondents operated upscale 
restaurants, followed by casual (28.9%) and fast food (27.5%) restaurants.  
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Table 3. Profile of the respondents 
Characteristics  Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
 
Male 
Female 
77 
141 
35.3 
64.7 
 
Age 
  
Under 30 
31-40 
41-45 
46-50 
51-55 
Over 56 
60 
91 
20 
16 
15 
16 
27.5 
41.7 
9.2 
7.3 
6.9 
7.3 
 
Education level 
  
High school graduate or below 
2-year college degree; some college credits 
4-year college degree 
Post graduate, some post-graduate credits 
Othersa 
41 
96 
60 
16 
5 
18.8 
44.0 
27.5 
7.3 
2.3 
 
U.S. region 
 
Northeast  
Midwest 
West 
South 
Othersb 
60 
50 
48 
58 
2 
 
27.5 
22.9 
22.0 
26.6 
0.9 
 
Chain-affiliation 
  
Independent 
Chain  
Othersc 
 
102 
113 
3 
 
46.8 
51.8 
1.4 
 
Restaurant type 
 
Upscale  
Casual  
Fast food 
Othersd 
84 
63 
60 
11 
38.5 
28.9 
27.5 
5.0 
Note: a Others: e.g., some college with no degree, trade school 
b Others: e.g., North-west, South-east 
c Others: e.g., owner operated, managed by senior employees 
d Others: e.g., fast-casual, upscale coffee, buffet, cafeteria, fine dining  
 
The characteristics of the sample did differ slightly from those of the nationwide 
population of U.S. restaurant managers. It had a higher proportion of female and younger 
managers.  The population consisted of 47.1% females and 52.9% males, with an average age 
of 38 years old (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). Participants responding in this study, 
however, better represented the population than did the sample surveyed in the study of Choi 
and Parsa (2006). In that study, where 168 managers responded, 73.3% were male and nearly 
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all (94%) were more than 40 years old. The sample of this study also had a slightly higher 
proportion of chain restaurants, and casual and upscale restaurants compared to NPD’s 2015 
restaurant census data. According to the NPD report, 46.5% were chain restaurants and 
45.4%, including both casual and upscale restaurants, were full-service restaurants (NPD, 
2015). 
Current environmental sustainability strategies and practices 
The environmental sustainability strategies of sample restaurants are presented in 
Table 4.  Respondents were asked to give their opinions on each statement describing 
environmental strategy using a scale of 1 = to no extent to 7 = to a very great extent.  The 
overall mean score of restaurants’ commitment to environmental strategies was 4.85, with a 
standard deviation of 1.679.  The most-adopted environmental strategy was giving priority to 
purchasing environmentally friendly products (biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) over 
other environmentally harmful alternatives (mean=5.65, SD=1.337), followed by 
incorporating environmental management into policy (mean =5.36, SD=1.320).  Sample 
restaurants to a modest extent implemented employee environmental training programs 
(mean =4.74, SD= 1.736), monitored and recorded environmental performance (mean =4.72, 
SD= 1.801), and recognized and rewarded environmental initiatives of employees (mean 
=4.72, SD= 1.801).  The least-invoked strategy was publishing regular external reports about 
restaurants’ environmental impact or providing such information on a website (mean 4.02, 
SD= 2.026).  
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of environmental sustainability strategies 
 Environmental sustainability strategies Mean S.D. 
1. Incorporates environmental management into policy. 5.36 1.320 
2. Monitors and records our environmental performance. 4.72 1.801 
3. Gives priority to purchasing environmentally friendly products (biodegradable, 
reusable, recyclable, etc.) over other environmentally harmful alternatives.  
5.65 1.337 
4. Implements employee environmental training programs. 4.74 1.736 
5. Recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives of our employees. 4.62 1.856 
6. Publishes regular external reports about our environmental impacts or provides 
those information on our website.  
4.02 2.026 
 Overall mean 4.85 1.679 
Note: Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
 
Restaurants’ environmental sustainability practices are presented in Table 5. Respondents 
were asked to indicate their restaurant’s involvement in each environmental activity using a 
scale of 1 = to no extent to 7 = to a very great extent. The overall mean score of restaurants’ 
involvement in environmental sustainability practices was 5.03, with a standard deviation of 
1.805.  The most widely implemented environmental practice was to use high-energy 
efficient lighting (mean =5.83, SD=1.200), followed by setting a recycling spot to separate 
waste and garbage (mean =5.66, SD=1.528), using energy-efficient products and equipment 
(mean =5.62, SD=1.390), giving leftovers to a food bank or food shelter (mean =5.52, 
SD=1.923), implementing recycling programs (mean =5.51, SD=1.510), purchasing used or 
recycled-content products (mean =5.38, SD=1.686), and having water-efficient devices and 
equipment (mean =5.23, SD=1.753). The least-used practices were implementation of 
renewable energy programs (mean =3.26, SD= 2.055). A relatively high standard deviation 
may reflect differences in the respondents’ understanding of the phrase “renewable energy 
programs.” 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics of environmental sustainability practices 
 Environmentally sustainability practices Mean S.D. 
1. Purchases locally produced foods. 5.35 1.841 
2. Purchases foods grown without use of toxic synthetic pesticides or fertilizers. 5.17 1.687 
3. Uses energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., cooler, freezer, air 
conditioner, ice machine, or steamer). 
5.62 1.390 
4. Uses high-energy efficient lighting. 5.83 1.200 
5. Implements renewable energy programs (e.g., use of wind or solar power). 3.26 2.055 
6. Has water-efficient devices and equipment (e.g., water-efficient dishwashers).  5.23 1.753 
7. Uses water-saving faucets. 4.98 1.998 
8. Gives food leftovers to a food bank or food shelter, etc.  5.52 1.923 
9. Composts kitchen waste. 5.09 2.037 
10. Collects FOG waste (fat, oil, grease) and gives it to a qualified company for 
recycling. 
4.10 2.291 
11. Uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, ceramic dishes).  4.43 2.323 
12. Purchases used or recycled-content products (e.g., napkins or take-out containers 
made with post-consumer products). 
5.38 1.686 
13. Implements recycling programs. 5.51 1.510 
14. Sets recycling spot in order to properly classify waste and garbage. 5.66 1.528 
15. Educates guests on environmentally friendly practices and policies. 4.16 1.918 
16 Supports local communities to enhance the local environment (e.g., participate in 
activities concerned about the environment, caring for the community). 
5.22 1.742 
 Overall mean 5.03 1.805 
Note: Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
 
These findings are similar to those of previous studies conducted on noncommercial 
food services (Chen, 2008; Chen, Arendt, & Gregoire, 2010; Huang et al., 2011). Chen 
(2008) surveyed 138 administrators to investigate sustainable practices in college and 
university dining services. In her study, the most frequently implemented sustainable 
practices in food service were recycling cardboard; using recycled paper products; recycling 
aluminum; and recycling fat, oil, and grease. A high proportion of respondents (89%) 
purchased energy-saving equipment such as light bulbs, refrigerators, and dishwashers. 
Huang et al. (2011) examined hospital food service sustainable practices from the 
foodservice directors’ perspectives. She found that the most common sustainable practices 
were recycling practices such as recycling fat, oil, and grease, cardboard, paper, and using 
permanent silverwares. A slight difference from two prior studies was that the sample 
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restaurants of this study indicated slightly higher use of locally produced foods and 
composting than was found in two prior studies, which indicated serving locally grown foods 
and composting were the least involved practices. 
A comparison of performance by chain affiliation 
A t-test was conducted to determine whether environmental sustainability strategies 
and practices were different based on chain affiliation of restaurants (Table 6).  With respect 
to environmental strategy, there was a significant difference between the two groups for the 
item “publishes regular external reports about our environmental impacts or provides those 
information on our website.” Chain restaurants (mean=4.32. SD=1.93) were found to be 
more active in informing stakeholders about their environmental practices than independent 
restaurants (mean=3.71, SD=2.07).   
Table 6. Environmental sustainability strategies by chain affiliation 
 Environmental sustainability strategies Independent Chain           
       Mean (SD) Mean (SD)  t-value 
1. Incorporates environmental management into policy. 5.38 (1.28) 5.34 (1.37) 0.254 
2. Monitors and records our environmental performance. 4.61 (186) 4.81 (1.76) -0.800 
3. Gives priority to purchasing environmentally friendly 
products (biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) over other 
environmentally harmful alternatives.  
5.61 (1.36) 5.67 (1.32) -0.354 
4. Implements employee environmental training programs. 4.75 (1.76) 4.74 (1.73) 0.007 
5. Recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives of our 
employees. 
4.73 (1.81) 4.51 (1.90) 0.836 
6. Publishes regular external reports about our environmental 
impacts or provides those information on our website.  
3.71 (2.07) 4.32 (1.93) -2.243* 
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
 
The result is supported by Jang, Kim, and Lee (2015) who reported that the chain 
restaurant (e.g., Starbucks Company) has been actively posting its environmental 
performance on its website to apprise its stakeholders of its green progress. Chain restaurants 
are likely to use environmentally sustainable actions as marketing tools to improve their 
56 
 
brand image, to enhance customer satisfaction, and to increase their revenue (Namkung & 
Jang, 2012). 
In terms of environmental practices, significant differences were found between the 
two groups for seven items (Table 7): purchase locally grown food, purchase foods grown 
without use of toxic synthetic pesticides, composts kitchen waste, use reusable items (e.g., 
cloth napkins, glass cups, ceramic dishes), implement recycling programs, set a recycling 
spot to separate waste and garbage, and support local communities in enhancing the local 
environment.  Independent restaurants showed significantly higher mean scores than chain-
affiliated restaurants for purchasing environmentally friendly foods, purchasing locally 
grown food (mean=5.90 vs. mean= 4.68, p<0.001), and purchasing foods grown without use 
of toxic synthetic pesticides (mean=5.42 vs. mean=4.95, p<0.05). Independent restaurants 
also had a significantly higher mean score for composting kitchen waste (mean=5.57 vs. 
mean=4.68, p<0.01). Independent restaurants showed higher involvement in reuse and 
recycling practices: using reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, ceramic dishes) 
(mean=4.82 vs. mean=4.08, p<.05); implementing recycling programs (mean=5.78 vs. 
mean=5.25, p<0.01); and setting recycling spot in order to separate waste and garbage 
(mean=5.91 vs. mean=5.42, p<0.05).  Finally, independent restaurants were found to be more 
likely to support local communities in enhancing the environment (mean=5.55 vs. mean=4.91, 
p<0.01). In sum, independent restaurants advanced in most of the practices presented in this 
study, especially with significant differences in purchasing environmentally friendly foods, 
composting kitchen waste, reusing, and recycling, and supporting local communities to 
improve the local environment.  
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Table 7. Environmental sustainability practices by chain affiliation 
 Environmental sustainability practices Independent Chain  
  
Mean 
(SD) 
Mean 
(SD) 
t-value 
1. Purchases locally produced foods. 5.90 (1.34) 4.86 (2.07) 4.338*** 
2. Purchases foods grown without use of toxic synthetic 
pesticides or fertilizers. 
5.41 (1.45) 4.95 (1.85) 2.038* 
3. Uses energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., cooler, 
freezer, air conditioner, ice machine, or steamer). 
5.62 (1.43) 5.60 (1.37) .083 
4. Uses high-energy efficient lighting. 5.76 (1.29) 5.87 (1.12) .623 
5. Implements renewable energy programs (e.g., use of wind or 
solar power). 
3.09 (2.05) 3.41 (2.05) -.141 
6. Has water-efficient devices and equipment (e.g., water-
efficient dishwashers).  
5.19 (1.78) 5.25 (1.75) -.255 
7. Uses water-saving faucets. 5.08 (1.82) 4.89 (2.14) 0.677 
8. Gives food leftovers to a food bank or food shelter, etc.  5.41 (1.98) 5.61 (1.88) -.756 
9. Composts kitchen waste. 5.57 (1.64) 4.68 (2.28) 3.245** 
10. Collects FOG waste (fat, oil, grease) and gives it to a qualified 
company for recycling. 
4.31 (2.28) 3.84 (2.29) 1.518 
11. Uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, ceramic 
dishes).  
4.82 (2.24) 4.07 (2.36) 2.395* 
12. Purchases used or recycled-content products (e.g., napkins or 
take-out containers made with post-consumer products). 
5.56 (1.55) 5.19 (1.79) 1.621 
13. Implements recycling programs. 5.78 (1.40) 5.25 (1.58) 2.627** 
14. Sets recycling spot in order to properly classify waste and 
garbage. 
5.91 (1.31) 5.42 (1.68) 2.390* 
15. Educates guests on environmentally friendly practices and 
policies. 
4.29 (1.82) 4.03 (1.99) 1.022 
16. Supports local communities to enhance the local environment 
(e.g., participate in activities concerned about the 
environment, caring for the community). 
5.55 (1.43) 4.91 (1.94) 2.718** 
Note : * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
 
These findings are consistent with the argument of Park et al. (2014) that independent 
hotels have demonstrated higher involvement in environmental management than have chain-
affiliated hotels. These results imply that managers in independent restaurants might be more 
responsive to customers’ environmental demands (e.g., preference for locally sourced food) 
and use their discretionary power to address those needs in developing environmental 
strategies and practices (Park & Kim 2014). For example, if customers want locally sourced 
food or recycling bins in the dining area, managers in independent restaurants will readily 
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respond, while managers in chain restaurants may be hesitant to change their menus or 
operational practices for the sake of environmental practices if such practices have not 
previously been supported by their parent company. 
A comparison of performance by restaurant type 
ANOVA was conducted to examine whether environmental sustainability strategies 
and practices differed based on restaurant types. After ANOVA, Tukey post-hoc analysis was 
used to compare the means of the three groups. Significant differences were found for three 
items of environmental sustainability strategy (Table 8).  
Table 8. Environmental sustainability strategies by restaurant type 
 Environmental sustainability strategies  Upscale Casual Fast food  
 
 
Mean 
(SD) 
Mean 
(SD) 
Mean   
(SD) 
F-
value 
1. Incorporates environmental management into policy. 5.43 
(1.33) 
5.35  
(1.26) 
5.18 
(1.38) 
0.606 
2. Monitors and records our environmental performance. 4.98a 
(1.60) 
4.73ab 
(1.82) 
4.23b 
(1.93) 
3.130* 
3. Gives priority to purchasing environmentally friendly 
products (biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) over 
other environmentally harmful alternatives.  
5.87 
(1.26) 
5.41  
(1.41) 
5.47 
(1.36) 
2.613 
4. Implements employee environmental training 
programs. 
5.15a 
(1.67) 
4.73ab 
(1.61) 
4.10b 
(1.73) 
6.984** 
5. Recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives of 
our employees. 
5.02a 
(1.70) 
4.62ab 
(1.84) 
4.00b 
(1.95) 
5.565** 
6. Publishes regular external reports about our 
environmental impacts or provides those information 
on our website.  
4.35a 
(1.95) 
4.06ab 
(2.10) 
3.53b 
(1.88) 
2.968 
Note : * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
abc indicates Tukey post-hoc comparisons; means that have different superscripts significantly differ.  
 
Tukey post-hoc comparison analysis confirmed that, compared to other types of 
restaurants, upscale restaurants showed significantly higher mean scores in three items: 
monitors and records our environmental performance (mean=4.98, SD=1.60, p<.05); 
implements employee environmental training programs (mean=5.15, SD= 1.67, p<.01), 
recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives of our employees (mean= 5.02, SD=1.70, 
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p<.01). In other words, upscale restaurants were found to be more active in monitoring, 
training, and rewarding employees in environmental performance than fast food and casual 
restaurants.  
Concerning environmental sustainability practices, significant differences were found 
among three groups for seven items (Table 9): purchases locally grown food, implements 
renewable energy programs, uses water-saving faucets, composts kitchen waste, collects 
FOG waste and gives it to a company for recycling, uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, 
glass cups, ceramic dishes), and supports local communities to enhance the local 
environment (e.g., participate in activities concerned about the environment, caring for the 
community).  
Upscale and casual restaurants showed significantly higher mean scores than fast 
food restaurants for purchasing locally grown food (mean=5.65, 5.67, and 4.42, respectively, 
p<0.001). Compared to other types of restaurants, upscale restaurants were implementing 
more renewable energy programs (mean= 3.77, p<.01) and using more water-saving faucets 
(mean= 5.51, p<.01). Upscale restaurants were composting more kitchen waste and handling 
more FOG waste (mean= 5.90, p<.001 and 4.58, p<.01) than the two other groups. Upscale 
restaurants were also using more reusable items (mean= 5.04, p<.01) than casual and fast 
food restaurants (mean= 4.11 and 3.80, respectively). Finally, upscale and casual restaurants 
were more likely to support local communities in enhancing the local environment 
(mean=5.50 and 5.44, respectively, p<0.01) than fast food restaurants (mean=4.60).   
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Table 9. Environmental sustainability practices by restaurant type 
 Environmental sustainability practices Upscale Casual Fast food  
  
Mean 
(SD) 
Mean 
(SD) 
Mean   
(SD) 
F- 
value  
1. Purchases locally produced food. 5.65a 
(1.65) 
5.67a 
(1.34) 
4.42b 
(2.29) 
10.373
*** 
2. Purchases foods grown without use of toxic synthetic 
pesticides or fertilizers. 
5.33 
(1.56) 
5.32 
(1.51) 
4.85 
(1.96) 
1.733 
3. Uses energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., 
cooler, freezer, air conditioner, ice machine, or 
steamer). 
5.74 
(1.22) 
5.51 
(1.51) 
5.53 
(1.47) 
.620 
4. Uses high-energy efficient lighting. 
5.88 
(1.30) 
5.73 
(1.13) 
5.85 
(1.12) 
.302 
5. Implements renewable energy programs (e.g., use of 
wind or solar power). 
3.77a 
(2.05) 
3.27ab 
(1.99) 
2.63b 
(1.97) 
5.646 
** 
6. Has water-efficient devices and equipment (e.g., 
water-efficient dishwashers).  
5.57 
(1.54) 
5.06 
(1.84) 
4.90 
(1.87) 
3.011 
7. Uses water-saving faucets. 
5.51 a 
(1.66) 
4.81ab 
(2.01) 
4.43b 
(2.19) 
5.830 
** 
8. 
Gives food leftovers to a food bank or food shelter, 
etc.  
5.74 
(1.74) 
5.59 
(1.84) 
5.38 
(2.15) 
.614 
9. Composts kitchen waste. 
5.90 a 
(1.40) 
5.44a 
(1.73) 
3.63b 
(2.31) 
29.298
*** 
10. Collects FOG waste (fat, oil, grease) and gives it to a 
qualified company for recycling. 
4.58a 
(2.15) 
4.03ab 
(2.27) 
3.32b 
(2.30) 
5.633 
** 
11. Uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, 
ceramic dishes).  
5.04a 
(2.21) 
4.11b 
(2.19) 
3.80b 
(2.38) 
5.982 
** 
12. Purchases used or recycled-content products (e.g., 
napkins or take-out containers made with post-
consumer products). 
5.63 
(1.57) 
5.10 
(1.65) 
5.15 
(1.84) 
2.312 
13. Implements recycling programs. 5.67 
(1.52) 
5.65 
(1.31) 
5.15 
(1.68) 
2.444 
14. Sets recycling spot in order to properly classify waste 
and garbage. 
5.82 
(1.43) 
5.78 
(1.39) 
5.33 
(1.77) 
2.033 
15. Educates guests on environmentally friendly practices 
and policies. 
4.21a 
(2.01) 
4.48ab 
(1.66) 
3.67b 
(1.97) 
2.917 
16. Supports local communities to enhance the local 
environment (e.g., participate in activities concerned 
about the environment, caring for the community). 
5.50a 
(1.63) 
5.44a 
(1.50) 
4.60b 
(1.98) 
5.665 
** 
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Scale: 1(To no extent) to 7 (To a very great extent) 
 
In sum, upscale restaurants showed greater involvement in formulating and 
implementing environmental sustainability strategies and practices, followed by casual and 
fast food restaurants. Given that the customers who dine in upscale restaurants tend to be 
very health conscious or environmentally conscious, the commitment of upscale restaurants 
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to environmental performance appears indispensable to their profitability (Namkung & Jang, 
2013).  
Conclusions 
This study identified environmental sustainability dimensions and issues in the 
restaurant context and determined the state of restaurants’ environmental sustainability by 
investigating two facets of environmental sustainability performance: strategies and practices. 
This study also examined whether differences in environmental sustainability were 
associated with restaurant characteristics such as chain affiliation and restaurant type.  
Most restaurants were performing six environmental sustainability strategies to a 
modest degree (overall mean= 4.85, SD=1.68) and 16 environmental sustainability practices 
(overall mean=5.03, SD=1.81). The findings indicated that the most widely adopted strategy 
was giving priority to purchasing environmentally friendly (biodegradable, reusable, 
recyclable) products, followed by incorporating environmental management into policy. 
Restaurants’ most frequently implemented environmental practices were the use of high-
energy efficient lighting, followed by setting recycling spot to separate waste and garbage, 
using energy-efficient products and equipment, giving food leftovers to a food bank or a food 
shelter, implementation of recycling programs, purchasing used or recycled-content products, 
and having water-efficient devices and equipment.  The least-used practice was 
implementation of renewable energy programs.  
The results indicated significant differences according to restaurant characteristics in 
restaurants’ commitment to environmental sustainability strategies and practices. First, 
results of a t-test demonstrated that restaurants’ involvement in environmental strategies and 
practices depended on the chain affiliation of restaurants. Chain restaurants were more active 
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in informing stakeholders about their environmental practices. However, independent 
restaurants were more involved in purchasing environmentally friendly foods (locally grown 
food and foods grown without use of toxic synthetic pesticides), in composting kitchen waste, 
in reuse and recycling practices (i.e., using reusable items, implementing recycling programs, 
setting recycling spot in order to separate waste and garbage), and supporting local 
communities in enhancing their environment.  
Next, results revealed significant differences in restaurants’ commitment to 
environmental sustainability strategies and practices by restaurant type. The upscale 
restaurants were found to be most active in monitoring, training, and rewarding employees in 
terms of environmental performance. Upscale and casual restaurants purchased more locally 
grown food than fast food restaurants. In addition, upscale restaurants were more likely to 
have energy and water efficiency programs, to implement more renewable energy programs 
and use more water-saving faucets. Upscale restaurants were also more engaged in waste 
management practices such as composting kitchen waste and handling FOG waste. As for 
reuse practices, upscale restaurants fared better than casual and fast food restaurants. Finally, 
upscale and casual restaurants were likely to engage with local communities enhancing the 
environment than fast food restaurants were.  
This study contributes to the literature on environmental sustainability in a restaurant 
context. This study identified environmental sustainability dimensions and issues based on an 
extensive literature review on sustainability and environmental management in the hospitality 
industry. The dimensions and issues suggested in this study will provide insights for future 
studies of environmental sustainability in the restaurant industry. It also highlights the fact 
that differences in restaurants’ environmental sustainability may depend on their chain 
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affiliation and type. Prior research on the relationship between such restaurant characteristics 
and environmental sustainability has been scant, and the findings of this study thus offer 
some new ideas about environmental sustainability in different segments of the restaurant 
industry. 
The findings of this study indicated that environmental sustainability strategy and 
practices were more often implemented in independent and upscale restaurants. This finding 
could be because these types of restaurants are managed by owners with the discretionary 
authority to make decisions about environmental sustainability in their operations and to 
change practices (e.g., change menu) (Park & Kim, 2014). Independent and upscale 
restaurant managers were highly involved in activities like purchasing locally produced food, 
composting kitchen waste, reuse, and recycling. To continue promoting environmental 
sustainability, they must develop systems for monitoring, recording, and evaluating their 
environmental program. By keeping track of their progress, they will become more motivated 
to move forward toward environmental sustainability and finally see reduced operational cost 
or increased profit. In addition, despite showing more engagement in environmental 
sustainability practices, independent restaurants, when compared to chain restaurants, have 
been less active in updating consumers on their practices. Independent restaurants may thus 
need to find ways to publicize their actions so they can benefit more from environmental 
sustainability. They may advertise their environmental actions on social media such as 
Facebook or Twitter. For example, by promoting use of locally produced food on Facebook, 
targeting customers who value it, they will enhance their corporate image or reputation, 
thereby improving customer satisfaction and increasing their revisit intentions. Chain 
restaurants may consider benchmarking companies (e.g., Starbucks, McDonalds) that have 
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benefitted from environmental sustainability practices and explore ways to adopt 
environmental practices in their own restaurants. For example, giving managers more 
discretion on environmental decisions and training them to promote strong environmental 
responsibility will enhance chain restaurants’ environmental sustainability.  
Upscale restaurants were most advanced in implementing both environmental 
sustainability strategies and practices, and fast food restaurants, mostly chain-affiliated, were 
the segment that executed environmental practices to the least degree. To keep its forefront 
position, an upscale restaurant needed to remain in dialogue with external stakeholders (e.g., 
customers) while addressing their environmental interests through collaborative relationships 
with them. Given their potential for enormous environmental harm, fast food restaurants 
should work harder to enhance their environmental sustainability practices while partnering 
with local communities or non-governmental organizations. For example, by supporting local 
communities, they should be able to find methods of advancing environmental sustainability 
in their operations. 
The results imply that future studies should explore the barriers that face managers of 
different kinds of restaurants in enhancing the environmental sustainability of their 
operations. Radwan, Jones, and Minoli (2010) argued that most hospitality managers face 
barriers. Endogenous barriers (i.e., lack of knowledge of environmental sustainability) and 
exogenous barriers (i.e., lack of customer interest on environmental sustainability) may act 
differently in each type of operation (Kasim, 2009). The findings of this study also highlight 
the need for further research into the role of managers’ characteristics in different restaurant 
segments to better understand restaurants’ commitment to environmental sustainability. 
Among the factors to be explored are managers’ environmental values and leadership, 
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because they are related to listening to key stakeholders’ environmental concerns. 
Communicating with key stakeholders both inside and outside the corporation may influence 
companies’ commitment to environmental sustainability (Brown, Trevino, & Harrison, 2005; 
De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; El Dief and Font, 2010b; Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Stern, 
2000). This study is not free of limitations. The sample was limited to U.S. restaurants, and 
caution should be taken when generalizing the findings to other countries. The sample may 
not represent all U.S. restaurants, since it was selected from panels retained by the research 
company.  
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CHAPTER 5. TOP MANAGERS’ ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES, 
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Abstract 
This study examines the role of senior management’s values and leadership in 
advancing environmental sustainability. This study also investigates the effects of 
stakeholder engagement on restaurants’ environmental sustainability, and assesses the impact 
of related practices on restaurant performance. A web-based survey was administered to 
collect data from top-level restaurant managers in the United States and a structural equation 
modeling was used to analyze the data. Findings confirmed the significant role of top 
management values and leadership in advancing environmental commitment. The results also 
demonstrated the strong impact of stakeholder engagement on restaurants’ commitment to 
environmental sustainability. Finally, they indicated the positive influence of restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability performance on both financial and nonfinancial performance. 
The study presents a theoretical framework integrating theories or models from extant 
literature and contributes to an enhanced understanding of restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability. The findings suggest several practical implications for managers in the 
restaurant industry.  
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Keywords: top management, environmental values and leadership, stakeholder engagement, 
environmental sustainability, restaurant performance 
Introduction 
Sales in the U.S. restaurant industry have continued to grow, with a 2016 sales 
projection of $783 billion (National Restaurant Association, 2016). According to the 
National Restaurant Association, approximately 60% of consumers are more likely to choose 
a restaurant that offers locally sourced or environmentally friendly food. Today’s consumers 
are willing to pay a premium to restaurant companies that engage in environmental 
sustainability practices (Hu, Parsa, & Self, 2010; Jang, Kim, & Lee, 2015). For this reason, 
restaurant companies are adopting initiatives related to environmental sustainability. 
Competent managers now recognize that there can be no long-term financial growth without 
consideration of social and environmental responsibility. However, top managers, the central 
players in advancing environmental sustainability, often do not know how to improve 
environmental performance.  
Many hospitality studies have attempted to explore the factors that prompt 
restaurants’ adoption of sustainable practices (Bohdanowicz, 2006; El Dief & Font, 2010a, 
2010b; Nicholls & Kang, 2012; Tzschentke, Kirk, & Lynch, 2008). In particular, researchers 
have identified the critical factors (e.g., stakeholder pressures, public concerns, regulatory 
forces, competitive advantage, top management commitment, managers’ values, beliefs) 
affecting environmental sustainability and enhancing corporate environmental behavior 
(Chan & Wong, 2006; Garay & Font, 2012; Lopez-Gamero, Claver-Cortes, & Molina-Azorin, 
2011; Park, 2009; Park & Kim, 2014; Tzschentke et al., 2008).  The literature has also paid 
special attention to the impacts or outcomes of corporate environmental programs, including 
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cost savings, improved profits, and improved market share (Claver-Cortes, Molina-Azorin, 
Pereira-Moliner, & Lopez-Gamero, 2007; Garay & Font, 2012; Kang, Lee, & Huh, 2010; 
Lee & Park, 2009; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Tari, Claver-Cortes, Pereira-Moliner, & 
Molina-Azorın, 2010).  
However, most studies lacked a theoretical grounding and failed to suggest testable 
frameworks that would enhance the understanding of corporate environmental sustainability.  
Even though the stakeholder is the central variable in corporate environmental strategies, few 
studies have explored the effect of stakeholder engagement on the implementation of 
environmental strategies and practices.  While previous studies offered meaningful insights 
into the variables related to corporate sustainability, they overlooked the role of key decision-
makers such as top managers.  To fill this research gap, this study proposed a conceptual 
framework for understanding the relationships among the key variables of stakeholder 
engagement, environmental sustainability strategies and practices, and corporate performance.  
It also assessed the roles of top managers’ environmental values and leadership in the 
implementation of environmental sustainability.  
This study contributes to the environmental sustainability literature in several ways. 
This study explained the way in which key leaders’ values and leadership shaped and 
influenced the restaurant company’s environmental response: the findings could shed light on 
the ability of top managers to affect the extent to which corporations respond to stakeholders’ 
environmental interests.  This study also identified important roles of stakeholders. The 
results could enable academics and practitioners to focus more closely on the interests and 
demands of primary stakeholder groups and thereby develop participatory strategies leading 
to stakeholders’ active engagement.  In addition, this study clarified the link between 
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environmental sustainability and corporate performance, including financial and nonfinancial 
outcomes, as previous studies have been rather unclear on this point.  
This study therefore investigated the role of values, leadership, and stakeholder 
engagement in advancing environmental sustainability in restaurant companies. The 
objectives of the study were to (a) develop and test a conceptual model of environmental 
sustainability; (b) evaluate the role of top managers’ environmental values and leadership in 
restaurants’ environmental sustainability; (c) examine how stakeholder engagement affects 
restaurants’ environmental sustainability; and, (d) investigate how restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability influences both their financial and nonfinancial performance. 
Review of literature 
Restaurants’ environmental sustainability  
Significant growth of the restaurant industry has created serious environmental 
problems through excessive energy and water consumption, the generation of large amounts 
of non-recyclable trash and wasted food (Hu, Horng, Teng, & Chou, 2013). The Green 
Restaurant Association has attempted to improve restaurants’ environmental sustainability 
performance by providing environmental guidelines that enumerate seven indicators of 
environmental sustainability: energy, water, waste, disposables, chemical and pollution 
reduction, sustainable food, and sustainable furnishings and building materials (Green 
Restaurant Association, 2015). Many studies have also described the objectives that 
restaurant companies must reach to achieve environmental sustainability (Choi & Parsa, 
2006; Hu et al., 2010; Park, 2009; Schubert, 2008; Szuchnicki, 2009). For example, Choi and 
Parsa (2006) proposed three domains of sustainable practices in the restaurant industry: 
serving organic or locally grown food, engaging in environmentally friendly practices, and 
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donating money and time to the community. In this study, therefore, environmental 
sustainability describes a restaurant company’s attempts to mitigate its negative 
environmental impact by, for instance, serving sustainable food, promoting energy efficiency 
and conservation, promoting water efficiency and conservation, reducing waste, reusing and 
recycling, and supporting the community’s efforts to enhance the environment. 
Top managers’ environmental values 
Eco-oriented managers’ values have a decisive influence on corporate environmental 
sustainability (Egri & Herman, 2000; Flannery & May, 1994; Park & Kim, 2014). The theory 
of altruistic behavior emphasizes the importance of environmental values in explaining pro-
environmental behaviors.  For example, Schwartz’s (1977) norm-activation theory of 
altruism argues that individual altruistic behavior is activated by a moral norm or moral 
obligation resulting from an individual’s relevant values (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002). Stern et 
al.’s (1999) value-belief-norm (VBN) theory of environmentalism — an extended model of 
Schwartz’s (1977) norm-activation theory — links personal values, the New Environmental 
Paradigm (NEP), beliefs about the biophysical environment, the pro-environmental personal 
norm, and environmental behavior.  According to VBN theory, individuals with strong 
environmental values are likely to know the consequences of an environmental problem, to 
take responsibility for environmental actions, and to participate in or support pro-
environmental actions (Stern, 2000; Stern et al., 1999).  
Studies of the psychological determinants of pro-environmental behavior have 
identified individual values as an important factor in individuals’ commitment to 
environmental behaviors or environmentally responsible behaviors (Nordlund & Garvill, 
2002).  Nordlund and Garvill (2002) tested the existence of causal links between individuals’ 
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environmental values and their problem awareness, personal norms, and pro-environmental 
behavior.  Those findings supported the predicted causal relations among variables and imply 
that leaders’ environmental values may affect their awareness with regard to environmental 
problems and their moral obligation to work to protect the environment, which are 
considered to be environmentally responsible leadership behaviors.  
Managers with strong environmental or ethical values are also more likely to address 
stakeholders’ environmental interests, and to have genuine and ethical relationships with 
them, thereby helping a corporation formulate a more practical environmental strategy (Black 
& Hartel, 2003). Stern et al. (1999) contended that individuals with well-developed 
environmental values are likely to accept public values or those of social movements, and 
may experience a moral obligation with respect to pro-environmental actions, usually 
supporting them.  
Finally, a manager’s personal eco-centric values explained the degree to which a 
corporation is committed to its environmental operations (e.g., energy and water efficiency 
practices). El Dief and Font (2010a) supported the notion that managers’ altruistic values 
may have a significant impact on their environmental planning, leading to activities like 
regular environmental audits and environmental awareness seminars. Based on the literature 
review, the following hypotheses were proposed: 
H1: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence environmental 
leadership. 
H2: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence stakeholder 
engagement. 
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H3: Top managers’ environmental values will significantly influence restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability.  
Top managers’ environmental leadership 
Because environmental issues have become critical, companies have recognized the 
critical role of leadership in addressing them (Banerjee, Lyer, & Kashyap, 2003; Epstein & 
Buhovac, 2014; Metcalf & Benn, 2013; Strand, 2011; Waldman & Siegel, 2008). Corporate 
leaders set sustainability strategies or goals and allocate resources, directing all activities 
toward corporate objectives (including environmental sustainability). Banerjee et al. (2003) 
described management as a critical force in corporate environmentalism.  Epstein and 
Buhovac (2014) emphasized the importance of leadership in developing and implementing 
sustainability strategy as well as in communicating corporate sustainability with internal and 
external stakeholders.  
In leadership literature, responsible leadership has been proposed to improve 
employees’ perception of the importance of corporate social responsibility (CSR), thereby 
improving the company's social or environmental performance (Voegtlin, Patzer, & Scherer, 
2012). Responsible leadership is “the art and ability involved in building, cultivating and 
sustaining trustful relationships to different stakeholders, both inside and outside the 
corporation, and in coordinating responsible action to achieve a meaningful, commonly 
shared business vision” (Maak, 2007, p. 334).  According to this definition, responsible 
leaders make legitimate decisions by listening to and balancing points of views inside and 
outside of the corporation in the process of achieving its goals (Voegtlin, 2011). Therefore, 
environmental leadership — environmentally responsible leadership — can be defined as the 
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art or ability to mobilize stakeholders inside and outside the corporation to achieve business 
goals related to environmental sustainability.  
Environmentally responsible leadership is associated with the ability to engage with 
internal and external stakeholders. Environmentally responsible leaders are expected to 
consider the consequences of their actions for all stakeholders outside the corporation, listen 
to the interests of their claims, and engage with them in formulating corporate strategy 
(Epstein & Buhovac, 2014; Voegtlin et al., 2012).  Moreover, environmentally responsible 
leaders should be able to convince their employees that environmental sustainability is a 
corporation’s core value and communicate its importance, allowing them to recognize such 
issue as part of their daily practice and to become more engaged in environmental actions 
(Banerjee et al, 2003).  
Prior studies have shown that leadership style is significantly related to corporate 
performance (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008; Khuntia & Suar, 2004). Voegtlin et al. (2012) 
argued that socially responsible leadership is closely related to corporate social or 
environmental performance. In CSR studies, De Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) demonstrated 
positive relationships between leaders’ socially responsible behaviors and ethical leadership 
(e.g., morality and fairness, role clarification). Khuntia and Suar (2004) investigated the 
effects of leadership styles of Indian managers on corporate performance, and their findings 
showed that empowerment and altruistic motive/character were significantly correlated with 
corporate performance. It was thus expected that managers who exhibit stronger 
environmental leadership are most likely to respond to stakeholder expectations on 
environmental sustainability and to show greater commitment to environmental sustainability.  
The following hypotheses were thus formulated: 
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H4: Top managers’ environmental leadership will significantly influence stakeholder 
engagement.  
H5: Top managers’ environmental leadership will significantly influence restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability.  
Stakeholder engagement and environmental sustainability  
Stakeholder theory has been applied in earlier studies of corporate social 
responsibility and performance (Freeman & McVea, 2001; Parmar et al., 2010).  It explains 
why companies should always work toward social or environmental sustainability; 
corporations should adopt socially desirable performance to follow socially accepted values, 
meet the needs of primary stakeholders, and finally achieve business objectives (El Dief & 
Font, 2010a; Wilson, 2003).  This suggests that a corporation whose strong relationships with 
its critical stakeholders have been gained by responding to stakeholder demands will achieve 
better corporate performance resulting in long-term success (Lo, 2013).  
To form collaborative relationships with stakeholders, corporations should engage 
stakeholders in the development of corporate strategy while addressing their expectations for 
a more sustainable society or environment.  Smith (2003) contended that engagement of 
stakeholders will help companies respond to stakeholders’ needs and modify their actions, 
thereby burnishing corporate reputation and improving profit.  Stakeholder engagement can 
be defined as collaborative or participative actions that stakeholders undertake for the 
purpose of helping a corporation find solutions to environmental problems and develop a 
proactive environmental strategy (Grafe-Buckens & Hinton, 1998; Lopez-Gamero et al., 
2011).  These activities may involve cooperating with the corporation through forums to 
share their expectations, providing new ideas to improve corporate environmental 
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management practices, and participating in identifying the policies, objectives, and program 
of the corporate environmental management systems (Greenwood, 2007; O’Riordan & 
Fairbrass, 2014). Black and Hartel (2003) studied the roles of stakeholder engagement with 
respect to corporate ability to respond to social needs.  They argued that the extent to which a 
firm conforms to stakeholders’ expectations and incorporates management of stakeholder 
relationships into corporate strategy influences a corporation’s ability to be socially and 
ethically responsible.  It is therefore expected that a company addressing stakeholder 
interests through collaborative relationships would have a greater tendency to adopt a 
proactive environmental strategy and improve environmental performance compared to those 
that do not.  The following hypothesis was thus formulated: 
H6: Stakeholder engagement will significantly influence restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability. 
Environmental sustainability and corporate performance 
Socially responsible corporate activities contribute to a firm’s performance through 
reduced operational costs, increased gross profit, or strengthened relationships with 
stakeholders (Alonso & Ogle, 2010; Revell & Blackburn, 2007; Wong & Gao, 2014).  The 
literature describing the relationship between socially or environmentally responsible 
behavior and corporate financial performance has indicated a positive relationship (Kang et 
al., 2010; Lee & Park, 2009; Rodriguez & Cruz, 2007; Segarra-Ona, Peiro-Signes, & Verma, 
2012). Garay and Font (2012) investigated the impact of sustainability management on 
financial performance on small and medium-sized accommodation enterprises.  They 
demonstrated that practices such as saving energy and water have a strong correlation with 
financial gain and managers’ satisfaction with financial performance. These financial 
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measures, however, reflect the effects of both past and current activities, while nonfinancial 
measures, associated with customer satisfaction or corporate improvement activities reflect 
the effect of current managerial actions that may not show up in financial performance 
measurements until some future time (Kaplan & Norton, 1992).  Banker, Potter, and 
Srinivasan (2005) suggested that nonfinancial measures such as those related to customer 
satisfaction are associated more with long-term profits than with immediate financial 
performance.  Many researchers and practitioners now use nonfinancial measures such as 
product quality, customer satisfaction, and employee satisfaction to evaluate managerial 
performance (Banker et al., 2005; Wang, Chen, Lee, & Tasi, 2013). Luo and Bhattacharya 
(2009) reported that CSR activity increases customer satisfaction as well as brand and 
customer loyalty, thereby improving financial performance. Based on the previous literature, 
this study incorporated both financial and nonfinancial performance measures to evaluating a 
firm’s performance. The following hypotheses were therefore presented:  
H7: Restaurants’ environmental sustainability will significantly influence their 
financial performance. 
H8: Restaurants’ environmental sustainability will significantly influence their 
nonfinancial performance. 
Based on the literature review, the following research model was proposed (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Research model 
Methodology 
Sample and data collection 
The sample for this study was top-level restaurant managers from all types of 
restaurants (fast food, casual, and upscale) in the United States. Top-level managers are 
responsible for the operation of the restaurant and can be general managers, owner/managers, 
front-of-the house managers, and back-of-the house managers.  
This study used a market research company in the U.S. that retains more than 4,000 
restaurant managers in their panels. A web-based survey was used to collect the data. 
Invitational emails were sent by a research company to panel members in restaurant 
managerial positions. Participants were invited to participate voluntarily in the survey; they 
were excluded from the sample if they did not meet the screening criteria. The screening 
questions included information on current position of participants and years of adoption of 
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environmental practices in current operation. To be eligible for the survey, participants had to 
be in top managerial positions in their current operation, and should have been implementing 
environmental practices for at least one year prior to the survey. All respondents not meeting 
the selection criteria were screened out from the sample; those who did meet the qualifying 
criteria were allowed to continue and complete the survey. Out of a total of 2,500 invitations 
processed, 240 questionnaires were returned. After deleting 22 invalid responses, 218 
responses were retained for final analysis (response rate of 8.7%).  
Potential non-response bias was assessed by performing a t-test between the two 
groups of early participants and late participants (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). A t-test 
confirmed no significant differences between the two groups in main study constructs 
including environmental values, leadership, stakeholder engagement, environmental 
sustainability, and financial/nonfinancial performance.  
Survey instrument  
The survey included the following components: environmental sustainability, 
stakeholder engagement, managers’ environmental values and leadership, restaurants’ 
performance, restaurants’ characteristics, and managers’ demographic information.  The 
initial questionnaire items were adapted from previous studies. Environmental sustainability 
was measured with 22 items adapted from El Dief and Font (2010a), Park (2009), Park, Kim, 
and McCleary (2014), and Wang et al.’s (2013). Respondents were asked to consider a 
restaurant’s performance and evaluate each item on a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = to no 
extent and 7 = to a very great extent). Managers’ environmental values were then measured 
using three items adapted from Stern et al.’s (1999) study, based on the New Ecological 
Paradigm (NEP) Scale developed by Dunlap, Liere, Mertig, and Jones (2000). Three 
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environmental leadership items were adapted from De Hoogh and Den Hartog’s (2008) scale 
and Voegtlin’s (2011) scale and slightly modified to fit the purpose of this study. For 
measuring each of the above items, a seven-point Likert scale was used, where 1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree. Stakeholder engagement were measured with four items. 
Four items were adapted from Lopez-Gamero et al.’s study (2011) and Black and Hartel 
(2003).  All items were measured with a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree 
and 7 = strongly agree). Restaurant performance was measured in terms of both financial and 
nonfinancial outcomes.  Financial performance measures were based on Lo’s (2013) study.  
The performance measures include four items: average sales growth, total gross profit, return 
on investment, and cost advantages.  Nonfinancial performance measures were adapted from 
Tari et al.’s (2010) study and included four items: employee satisfaction, employee 
motivation, customer satisfaction, and customer retention. Both performance measures were 
scored with a seven-point Likert scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.  
Objective measures of performance are not easily attainable, especially in small, individually 
owned restaurants, so subjective measures in the form of managers’ perceptions were used. 
Venkatraman (1989) reported that subjective measurement of financial performance can 
reflect or be closely related to objective measurement. Finally, variables related to 
restaurants’ and managers’ characteristics were included: restaurant variables include 
restaurant type (upscale, casual, fast food) and chain affiliation (independent, chain 
restaurants), while management variables include gender, age, and education.  
The initial questionnaire was reviewed by five professors of hospitality management 
and modified to accommodate their comments and suggestions. For example, definitions of 
key terms such as environmental strategy and environmental practices were added at the 
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beginning of the survey. The revised questionnaire was then pilot-tested with 20 top-level 
restaurant managers (14 general managers and 6 owner/managers) chosen at random from 
restaurant manager panels registered with the research company. They were asked to 
comment on the questionnaire content to ensure its clarity and appropriateness of statements 
and scales used. As a result, no changes were made in the wording of the statement or scales, 
but font size was increased to enhance readability. Those who participated in the pilot test 
were excluded from the survey sample.  
Data analysis 
SPSS 20 and AMOS 20.0 were used for data analyses. Using descriptive statistics, 
frequencies of the respondents’ demographic variables and means and standard deviations of 
each construct were calculated.  Based on Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach, 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test the measurement model.  
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was then used to test the proposed research hypotheses.  
Results 
Profiles of respondents 
Approximately 65% were female, 69.2% were younger than 40 years of age, and 
71.5% had two or four year college degrees. Participants from four regions of the U.S. were 
evenly distributed: 27.5% from the Northeast, 26.6% from the South, 22.9% from the 
Midwest, and 22.0% from the West. Of sample restaurants surveyed, more than half were 
chain restaurants. About one-third of responses were collected from each restaurant type 
(38.5% upscale, 28.9% casual, and 27.5% fast food). 
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Normality test 
To test normality of variable distributions, skewness and kurtosis was examined. The 
skewness statistic refers to the degree of asymmetry of the distribution.  A negative skewness 
(left skewed) means that the distribution extends more to the left than to the right, while a 
positive skewness (right skewed) indicates that the distribution extends more to the right.  
The kurtosis statistic refers to the degree of peakedness of the distribution, (i.e, the degree to 
which the data is concentrated near the center rather than near the left or right tails of the 
distribution).  Values of skewness and kurtosis falling within a recommended cut-off point of 
±2.0 are considered acceptable (George & Mallery, 2001).  The results of skewness and 
kurtosis tests on this study’s data are described in Table 10.  Skewness values for all 
variables fell within ± 1.0, while kurtosis values for all variables fell within ±1.0.  Overall, 
results of kurtosis and skewness tests demonstrated that all variables met normal distribution 
assumptions.  
Table 10. Skewness and kurtosis statistics 
Constructs and items Skewness Kurtosis 
Environmental Values    
If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe. 
  -.717 -.604 
Humans are severely abusing the environment.  -1.157 .318 
Environmental Leadership    
I am aware of key stakeholder demands related to environmental 
problems. 
-.942 .857 
Consider the consequences of environmental decisions for the key 
stakeholders. 
-.841 .425 
Stakeholder Engagement    
Provide their perspectives about how to successfully solve the 
firm’s environmental problems. 
-.599 .474 
Provide new ideas for improving environmental management 
practices. 
-.471 -.045 
Participate in defining environmental performance indicators a 
corporation should use and report on. 
-.474 -.176 
Participate in identifying policies, objectives, and programs of 
corporate environmental management systems. 
-.587 -.056 
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Table 10. Skewness and kurtosis statistics (continued)   
Constructs and items Skewness Kurtosis 
Environmental Performances   
Environmental strategy -.247 -.528 
Green food -.890 .376 
Energy/Water efficiency -.713 -.002 
Waste management -.391 -.441 
Reuse & Recycle -.700 .419 
Community support -.487 -.545 
Financial Performances    
Contribute to enhancing average sales growth. -.481 -.337 
Contribute to increasing total gross profit. -.682 -.158 
Contribute to improving return on investment (ROI). -.479 -.378 
Contribute to reducing operational costs. -.827 -.005 
Nonfinancial Performances    
Contribute to enhancing employee satisfaction. -.702 .190 
Contribute to enhancing employee motivation. -.618 -.448 
Contribute to enhancing customer satisfaction. -1.026 .323 
Contribute to improving customer retention. -.998 .546 
Note: A skewness and kurtosis value between ±2.0 is considered acceptable (George & Mallery, 2001)  
 
Measurement model 
Prior to testing the hypothesized relationships proposed in the research model, 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test the appropriateness of a 
measurement model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1992).  The model was evaluated based on the 
model fit, reliability, convergence validity, and discriminant validity. 
CFA was performed using a maximum likelihood estimation method.  The original 
model was modified; one value item was deleted because its factor loading was less than 0.5, 
and one leadership item was deleted because it loaded on multiple latent variables (leadership, 
stakeholder engagement).  
The CFA results showed that the χ2 was 319.638 with 189 degrees of freedom 
(p<.001), suggesting that the fit of the data to the proposed model may not have been 
adequate, but since the chi-square test is sensitive to sample size, other goodness-of-fit 
86 
 
indices were used.  The commonly used fit indices are chi-square to degrees of freedom 
(χ2/df ratio of 3 or less), comparative fit index (CFI >0.90 indicates good fit), non-normed fit 
index (NNFI >0.90 indicates good fit), and root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA <0.08 indicates acceptable fit) (Byrne, 2009).  Bentler (1990) suggested that CFI 
was a better fit index when sample size is small in comparison to normed fit index (NFI), 
goodness-of-fit Index (GFI), and adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI). NNFI, also known 
as the tucker-lewis index (TLI), is highly recommended because of its resilience against 
influence of sample size.  Another informative index is RMSEA, which is adequately 
sensitive to model misspecification (Byrne, 2009).  
The results showed that the χ2/df was 1.691, the CFI was 0.952, the NNFI was 0.941, 
and the RMSEA was 0.056. All model fit statistics fell within recommended criteria, 
indicating that the model fit the data fairly well (Bentler, 1992; Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
Construct reliability was assessed using composite reliability (CR) values.  CR values 
equal to or greater than 0.7 are recommended, while values approaching 0.90 indicate high 
levels of reliability (Nunnally, 1978).  As shown in Table 11, the CR values of all constructs 
ranged from 0.703 to 0.891, indicating that all met the recommended minimum criterion of 
0.70 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2006).  The internal consistency of the 
measurements was examined using Cronbach’s alpha.  Values ranged from 0.700 to 0.895, 
exceeding the suggested minimum cutoff of 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978), and reflecting internal 
consistency among the scale items.   
Convergent validity was evaluated using factor loading and average variance 
extracted (AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  All factor loadings (0.565-0.907) exceeded the 
recommended minimum cut-off level of 0.5 (Hulland, 1999), and were significant at p<0.001, 
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with t-values ranging from 5.411 to 15.871 (Table 11).  The AVE ranged from 0.516 to 0.696, 
greater than the recommended minimum 0.5 cutoff for all constructs.  Given these factor 
loadings and AVE values, the measurement items met conditions for convergent validity.  
Table 11. Confirmatory factor analysis results: Measurement properties 
Constructs and items Mean SD 
Standardized  
Factor loading  CR AVE 
Environmental Values (α = .700)    .703 .543 
If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe. 
6.00 1.071 .706   
Humans are severely abusing the environment. 6.30 .925 .766   
      
Environmental Leadership (α = .819)    .821 .696 
I am aware of key stakeholder demands related to 
environmental problems. 
5.70 1.217 .835   
Consider the consequences of environmental decisions for 
the key stakeholders. 
5.77 1.142 .834   
      
Stakeholder Engagement (α = .895)    .891 .672 
Provide their perspectives about how to successfully solve 
the firm’s environmental problems. 
5.14 1.316 .793   
Provide new ideas for improving environmental 
management practices. 
5.34 1.205 .795   
Participate in defining environmental performance 
indicators a corporation should use and report on. 
5.06 1.469 .864   
Participate in identifying policies, objectives, and programs 
of corporate environmental management systems. 
5.06 1.478 .824   
      
Environmental Sustainability Performance (α = .829)    .825 .516 
Environmental strategy 4.85 1.271 .859   
Sustainable food  5.26 1.532  .566   
Energy/Water efficiency  5.42 1.245 .648   
Waste management  4.90 1.406 .565   
Reuse & Recycle 5.24 1.239 .655   
Community support 4.69 1.619 .669   
      
Financial Performances (α = .869)    .863 .616 
Contribute to enhancing average sales growth. 5.17 1.396 .746   
Contribute to increasing total gross profit. 5.27 1.451 .829   
Contribute to improving return on investment (ROI). 5.32 1.339 .907   
Contribute to reducing operational costs. 5.65 1.305 .631   
      
Nonfinancial Performances (α = .874)    .858 .605 
Contribute to enhancing employee satisfaction. 5.53 1.281 .860   
Contribute to enhancing employee motivation. 5.50 1.365 .869   
Contribute to enhancing customer satisfaction. 5.91 1.205 .706   
Contribute to improving customer retention. 5.76 1.287 .654   
Note: χ² (189) = 319.638 (p < .001), χ2/df =1.691, CFI = .952, NNFI=.941, RMSEA = .056 
CR = composite reliability; AVE= average variance extracted 
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For discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE of the construct should be 
greater than the correlation value between the construct and other constructs (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981).  The square root of the AVE of each construct (the diagonal values in Table 
12) exceeded the correlation values between a pair of constructs, indicating discriminant 
validity of the measurement scales (Table 12).  
Table 12. Correlation of latent variables and discriminant validity 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Values (0.737)      
2. Leadership  .477** (0.835)     
3. Stakeholder engage  .387* .732 ** (0.820)    
4. Environmental performances .208* .651** .658** (0.668)   
5.Financial performance .265** .571** .529** .546** (0.785)  
6. Nonfinancial performance  .325** .536** .671** .563** .649** (0.778) 
Note : * p < .05;  ** p < .01 
Diagonal values (in bold) are the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE)  
 
Structural model and hypotheses test 
This study proposed a path model to test research hypotheses depicting relationships 
among managers’ environmental values, leadership, stakeholder engagement, environmental 
sustainability, and performance.   
SEM analysis results confirmed that the model fit of the proposed model was 
satisfactory (χ2= 387.486, df=196, χ2/df = 1.977, CFI=0.930, NNFI=0.917, RMSEA=0.067).  
The hypotheses test results for the final model are presented in Figure 6 and Table 13.  With 
regard to squared correlation (R2), for financial and nonfinancial performance the variances 
attributable to environmental practices were 41% and 45%, respectively.  For environmental 
practices, the amount of variance explained by value, leadership and stakeholder engagement 
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was 61%.  For stakeholder engagement, the amount of variance explained by value and 
leadership was 54%. 
All hypothesized paths were significant except for two. Environmental value 
significantly influenced environmental leadership (β=0.477, t= 4.614, p<0.001), supporting 
H1.  However, environmental value did not affect stakeholder engagement (β=0.051, t= 
0.613, p>0.05) and environmental performance (β=-0.123, t= -1.526, p>0.05); hence, H2 and 
H3 were not supported. Meanwhile, environmental leadership had a positive effect on 
stakeholder engagement (β=0.709, t= 7.850, p<0.001), supporting H4.  The effect of 
environmental leadership on environmental performance was also significant (β=0.436, 
t=3.657, p<0.05), supporting H5. In other words, top managers’ environmental leadership 
directly contributed to enhancing stakeholder engagement and environmental performance. 
Stakeholder engagement was positively related to environmental performance (β=0.456, t= 
4.199, p<0.001), providing support for H6. This proves that stakeholder engagement is a 
significant predictor of enhancing environmental performance. Environmental performance 
was significantly related to financial performance (β=0.641, t= 6.333, p<0.001), supporting 
H7. Environmental performance was also closely associated with nonfinancial performance 
(β=0.672, t= 6.596, p<0.001), thus supporting H8. That is, restaurants’ environmental 
sustainability performance was proven to be a significant and direct determinant of a 
company’s financial and nonfinancial outcomes. 
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Figure 6. Results of testing the SEM model.  
χ² (196) = 387.486 (p < .001), χ2/df =1.977, CFI = .930, NNFI=.917, RMSEA = .067 
 
Table 13. Path estimates of the structural model 
  
Path 
Standardized  
 
coefficient 
(β) 
t-value Results 
H1  Environmental values ⇒ Environmental leadership  .477*** 4.614 Supported 
H2 Environmental values  ⇒ Stakeholder engagement  .051ns .613 Not supported 
H3 Environmental values  ⇒ Environmental performance -.123ns -.1.526 Not supported 
H4 Environmental leadership ⇒  Stakeholder engagement  .709*** 7.850 Supported 
H5 Environmental leadership ⇒  Environmental performance .436*** 3.657. Supported 
H6 Stakeholder engagement ⇒ Environmental performance .456*** 4.199 Supported 
H7 Environmental performance ⇒ Financial performance .641*** 6.333 Supported 
H8 Environmental performance ⇒ Nonfinancial performance .672*** 6.596 Supported 
Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; n.s. = non-significant 
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Mediation effect testing 
Mediation analysis is important in developing a model or a theory; it helps in 
understanding the mechanism via which an independent variable can affect outcome 
variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  This study investigated the mediating role of constructs to 
gain further insight into all structural relationships.  
 To test the mediation effect in this study, a bootstrapping test was conducted.  This 
method is especially recommended when the sample size is small, since it does not require an 
assumption of normal distribution of the mediation effect and has significant statistical power 
to detect mediation effects (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002; Ro, 
2012).  The significance of an indirect effect would be confirmed if the confidence interval 
(CI) from bootstrap samples does not include zero (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).  An indirect 
path significantly greater than a direct path suggests a significant mediation effect (Ro, 2012). 
Table 14 presents the direct, indirect, and total effects from the results of the 
bootstrapping test.  These results show that environmental value had a significant indirect 
impact on stakeholder engagement (β =0.338, p<0.001), as did environmental performance 
(β =0.386, p<0.01), financial performance (β =0.168, p<0.01), and nonfinancial performance 
(β =0.176 p<0.05).  Leadership had significant and indirect influence on environmental 
performance (β =0.324, p<0.01), financial performance (β=0.487, p<0.01), and nonfinancial 
performance (β=0.510, p<0.01).  Stakeholder engagement significantly and indirectly 
affected financial performance (β =0.292, p<0.001) and nonfinancial performance (β=0.307, 
p<0.01).  
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  In summary, results revealed that leadership and stakeholder engagement were 
significant mediators in the relationship among values, environmental practices, and 
performance.  
Table 14. Results of mediation effect test 
Independent 
variables 
Dependent variables Total Direct Indirect Confidence interval 
(CI)a 
Values Leadership .477** .477** -  
 Stakeholder Engagement .389** .051 .338*** .195 ~ .523 
 Environmental Practices .262* -.123 .386** .205 ~ .586 
 Financial Performances .168** - .168** .045 ~ .298 
 Nonfinancial performances .176* - .176* .047 ~ .313 
      
Leadership Stakeholder Engagement .709** .709** -  
 Environmental Practices .760** .436** .324** .191~ .507 
 Financial Performances .487** - .487** .356 ~ .635 
 Nonfinancial performances .510** - .510** .374 ~ .647 
      
Stakeholder  Environmental Practices .456** .456** -  
engagement Financial Performances .292** - .292** .148 ~ .427 
 Nonfinancial performances .307** - .307** .150 ~ .444 
Note : * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; n.s. = non-significant 
a 95% confidence interval (CI) from 2000 bootstrap samples 
 
Conclusions 
Discussion and implications 
The objective of this study was to investigate the effects of top managers’ 
environmental values and leadership on restaurants’ environmental sustainability. The study 
then examined the effects of stakeholder engagement on environmental sustainability and the 
influence of environmental sustainability on restaurant performance.  To examine 
relationships among these variables, a conceptual model based on value, leadership, and 
stakeholder theory was developed.  The findings showed that all hypothesized paths were 
significant except for H2 and H3. Top managers’ environmental values significantly 
influenced environmental leadership, but environmental values had no direct effect on 
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stakeholder engagement or environmental sustainability. Meanwhile, top managers’ 
environmental leadership significantly influenced stakeholder engagement and restaurants’ 
implementation of environmental sustainability performance.  It was also demonstrated that 
stakeholder engagement significantly influenced restaurants’ commitment to the 
development of environmental sustainability performance, resulting in differences in their 
financial and nonfinancial performance.  Mediation test confirmed the significant mediating 
roles of leadership and stakeholder engagement in the relationships among values, 
environmental practices, and restaurant performance.   
This study contributes to the literature on environmental sustainability in the 
restaurant context. This study revealed the mechanisms underlying the links between 
managers’ values and restaurants’ environmental sustainability: managers’ environmental 
values were proven to indirectly influence environmental sustainability through leadership 
and stakeholder engagement. Although much attention has been given to the role of 
individuals’ environmental values, the mechanism that explains how their values have been 
translated into organizational environmental practices has been rarely examined in previous 
environmental sustainability studies. The indirect effect of environmental values explains 
that top managers with higher environmental values tend to exhibit stronger environmental 
leadership behavior and engage with more stakeholders, eventually resulting in better 
environmental performance.  
This finding implies that there is a need to focus more on mediator variables in 
clearly comprehending the role of top managers’ values in promoting corporate 
environmental sustainability. To explain the discrepancy between organizational members’ 
values and their pro-environmental behaviors, Han (2015) and Park et al. (2014) 
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demonstrated the importance of mediator variables such as managers’ perceived advantages 
of environment management or their obligation to take pro-environmental actions. However, 
in this study, values had no direct effects on environmental sustainability performance. The 
possible reasons for this might be related to the reduced number of items used to access the 
environmental values; only three items of the original five items of Stern et al. (1999) were 
used. Using only three items may not accurately reflect individuals’ environmental values 
with sufficient accuracy. Future researchers should use caution in applying the measurement 
items of this study and may apply all original items to enhance the accuracy of the 
assessment.   
This study also highlighted the role of top managers’ leadership in restaurant 
companies’ implementation of environmental sustainability; there is little research on 
management leadership in the context of environmental sustainability. Managers’ 
environmentally responsible leadership was found to have a positive direct influence on 
restaurants’ environmental sustainability and a positive indirect influence on environmental 
sustainability via stakeholder engagement.  This result is consistent with the findings of De 
Hoogh and Den Hartog (2008) that demonstrated the significant effects of leadership on 
implementation of corporate socially responsible activities.  This study takes a first step in 
highlighting the leadership qualities required to encourage environmental sustainability in the 
restaurant industry, and may serve as groundwork for further study.   
This study emphasized the role of stakeholder engagement in restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability. Empirical research concerning the effect of stakeholder 
engagement on development of environmental sustainability strategies has been under-
studied.  In this study, stakeholder engagement has been shown to play an important role as a 
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direct contributor and mediator in influencing a corporate environmental sustainability.  This 
study thus advances the understanding of the effects of stakeholders in environmental 
management literature, suggesting a need for deeper research into the role of stakeholders.  
Finally, this study incorporated nonfinancial measures such as stakeholder 
(customer/employee) satisfaction; these are probably more important and longer-term 
indicators.  Prior studies have been limited to utilizing financial variables for measuring 
performance outcomes from environmental sustainability.  This study also clarified the 
relationships between environmental sustainability and corporate financial performance, a 
topic on which prior studies have been somewhat unclear. 
This study has important managerial implications. First, the results demonstrated that 
managers’ environmental values significantly influenced leadership, and significantly and 
indirectly influenced stakeholder engagement and environmental sustainability. Managers 
with elevated environmental values will be more likely to have a greater sense of 
environmental responsibility, and thus focus on addressing stakeholder interests in solving 
environmental problems by prioritizing environmental issues when establishing strategies 
and operational practices.  This study also examined the role of top managers’ environmental 
leadership, and concluded that managers’ environmental leadership directly affected 
stakeholder engagement and environmental sustainability performance.  This means that 
leaders with stronger environmental leadership more often consider addressing stakeholder 
requirements relating to environmental protection, develop sincere relationships with them, 
and make efforts to incorporate their environmental demands into corporate strategies and 
practices.  
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These findings imply that companies should thus admit that achieving environmental 
sustainability goals requires strategic human resource management (Jabbour & Santos, 2008). 
Jurowski and Liburd (2001) contended that placing the right people in an organization has 
proven to be a key to promoting corporate environmental sustainability. Human resource 
management should thus make efforts to attracting and retaining people with competencies 
needed for the development of corporate sustainability and keep encouraging such qualities 
to stimulate corporate environmental sustainability (Boudreau & Ramstad, 2005). The 
findings of this study demonstrated that individuals qualified for the improvement of 
corporate sustainability should assume greater environmental values exhibiting greater 
responsibility for environmental problems, greater concerns for key stakeholders’ 
environmental interests, and more cooperative behaviors engaging the key stakeholders in 
environmental decision-making. Human resource managers should thus develop management 
evaluation criteria that include leadership qualities required for corporate environmental 
sustainability, recruit and select people based on such criteria, and provide continuous 
education to reinforce those qualities (Jabbour & Santos, 2008).   
In addition, the findings of the study showed that stakeholder engagement was closely 
associated with restaurants’ implementation of proactive environmental practices. This 
demonstrates that, by actively engaging with key stakeholders, companies can formulate 
environmental sustainability strategies that respond to stakeholder demands and thereby 
enhance their corporate environmental practices. In other words, engaging key stakeholders 
is an effective way for companies to identify and develop policies and programs relating to 
environmental issues prioritized by them (Grafe-Buckens & Hinton, 1998). A restaurant 
company may thus need to develop strategies that engage with key stakeholders in defining a 
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company’s environmental performance indicators, or in identifying the corporate policy, 
objectives, and program relating to environmental management. For example, a restaurant 
company may use “a stakeholder conference” to develop the company’s environmental 
sustainability indicators, or may form “an environmental issue panel” to communicate with 
their key stakeholders pertaining to their specific environmental initiatives. 
This study next indicated a significant positive association between environmental 
performance and corporate financial and nonfinancial performance. This implies that, to 
achieve benefits from sustainability performance, managers may need to be proactive in 
implementing environmental sustainability. Restaurant companies may develop a strategy or 
a system for auditing, measuring and evaluating their levels of environmental performance. 
To promote sustainability performance in hotel sectors, Moreo, DeMicco and Xiong (2009) 
suggested the inclusion of sustainability or environmental dimensions into a business 
performance evaluation tool. Such action will help companies develop goals relating to 
specific environmental initiatives and quantify outcomes resulting from those environmental 
initiatives, encouraging companies to continue working on maintaining or improving the 
current level of corporate environmental sustainability. For example, Starbucks has been 
setting annual environmental goals and continues to report its progresses and financial 
outcomes (Starbucks.com). The corporate environmental goals established relate to ethical 
sourcing, front-of-store recycling, energy/water consumption, and community service. The 
progress of achievement was expressed as a percentage. According to the 2015 Starbucks 
Global Responsibility Report, the company exceeded its water conservation goal by 
decreasing water consumption by 26.5%; the goal was 25% in 2015. In this way, Starbucks 
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keeps track of its environmental performance on a regular basis and makes efforts to look for 
new and innovative solutions for practices that failed to reach the proposed goals.  
Limitations and suggestions for future research 
This study has several limitations which may present opportunities for future research. 
The sample in this study was chosen from panels registered with a research company; this 
may not be representative of the entire population of U.S restaurant managers. In future 
studies, researchers may involve with restaurant associations to obtain more representative 
sample of U.S. restaurant managers.  In addition, this study used managers’ perceptions to 
assess restaurants’ financial and nonfinancial performance. Future studies may incorporate 
both perceptual and objective variables to measure restaurant performance; this should lead 
to more valid results.  Another limitation is related to the measurement items of this study. 
Items such as environmental value, leadership, and stakeholder engagement were adapted 
from previous studies, but empirical testing with these measurement items was very limited. 
Further studies may thus consider further testing and validating these measurement items. 
Finally, future studies may articulate the corporate environmental sustainability framework 
by incorporating other theory-based constructs (e.g., the pro-environmental personal norm, 
personal obligation), thereby contributing to the development of a hospitality-specific 
framework that can explain environmental sustainability.   
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CHAPTER 6.  CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter includes a summary and discussion of the study.  Theoretical and 
managerial implications are also presented. The chapter ends with a description of the 
limitations of the study and recommendations for future research. 
Summary of the Study 
This study identified environmental strategies and practices in restaurants. It 
investigated the effects of top managers’ environmental values and leadership in restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability. It also examined the effects of stakeholder engagement on 
environmental sustainability and the influence of environmental sustainability on restaurant 
performance.  To examine relationships among these variable, a conceptual model based on 
value, leadership, and stakeholder theory was developed.  The proposed model has six 
constructs: managers’ environmental values, leadership, stakeholder engagement, 
environmental sustainability, restaurants’ financial performance, and restaurants’ 
nonfinancial performance.  
A web-based survey was administered to top-level restaurant managers in fast food, 
casual, and upscale restaurants across the United States. The web-based questionnaire was 
developed in three stages: initial questionnaire development, hospitality management 
professors’ review, and pilot testing. The initial questionnaire was developed based on the 
literature review.  Five hospitality management professors reviewed this initial version to 
evaluate its clarity and appropriateness, and to increase its face validity.  A pilot test of 20 
top-level restaurant managers was then conducted.  Based on their feedback, a final 
questionnaire was designed.  
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Data were collected using panels maintained by one of the world’s leading research 
companies.  During the survey, all those not meeting the study criteria were screened out and 
removed from the sample, while those meeting the qualifying criteria were allowed to 
continue and complete the survey.  Invitational emails were sent to 2,500 American 
restaurant managers, and 240 questionnaires were returned.  After deleting invalid responses, 
218 responses were retained for final analysis (response rate 8.7%).  Among the 218 usable 
responses, 64.7% of the respondents were female and 35.3% were male.  The majority of 
respondents were younger than 40 years; 41.7% were between the ages of 31 and 40, and 
27.5% were under 30. With respect to the respondents’ education level, 44.0% had either 
two-year college degrees or some college credits, 34.8% had earned four-year or post-
graduate degrees, and 18.8% had no more than a high school education.  Approximately 28% 
were located in the Northeast U.S., followed by South (26.6%), Midwest (22.9%), and West 
(22.0%). 
The data were analyzed with SPSS version 20.0 and AMOS version 20.0.  
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the respondents’ demographic profiles.  Based on 
Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the proposed research hypotheses.  
Specific results were as follows:  
With regard to the restaurants’ environmental strategies, the overall mean score of 
restaurants’ commitment to environmental strategies was 4.85 (SD= 1.68).  The most 
frequently adopted environmental strategy was prioritizing the purchase of environmentally 
friendly products (biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) over other environmentally-
harmful alternatives (mean=5.65, SD=1.34), followed by incorporating environmental 
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management into policy (mean=5.36, SD=1.32).  With respect to the restaurants’ 
environmental practices, the overall mean score of involvement in environmental practices 
was 5.03 (SD= 1.81).  The most frequently implemented environmental practices were using 
high-energy efficient lighting (mean=5.83, SD=1.20), followed by setting recycling spot to 
properly classify waste and garbage (mean=5.66, SD=1.53), using energy-efficient products 
and equipment (mean=5.62, SD=1.39), giving food leftovers to a food bank or a food shelter 
(mean=5.52, SD=1.92), implementing recycling programs (mean=5.51, SD=1.51), 
purchasing used or recycled-content products (mean=5.38, SD=1.69), and having water-
efficient devices and equipment (mean=5.23, SD=1.75).  The least-used practice was 
implementation of renewable energy programs (mean=3.26, SD= 2.06). Group difference 
tests indicated significant differences in restaurants’ commitment to environmental 
sustainability strategies and practices depending on restaurant characteristics such as chain-
affiliation and restaurant types.  
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results indicated that the model fits the data well; 
χ2/df was 1.691, CFI was 0.952, NNFI was 0.941, and RMSEA was 0.056. The CR values of 
all constructs ranged from 0.703 to 0.891, indicating that all met the recommended criteria of 
0.70. The AVE ranged from 0.516 to 0.696, greater than the recommended 0.5 minimum cut 
off value for all constructs, indicating discriminant validity.  The square root of the AVE of 
each construct exceeded the correlation values between each pair of constructs, indicating 
discriminant validity of the measurement scales. 
SEM confirmed that the model fit of the proposed model was satisfactory; χ2= 
387.486, df=196, χ2/df = 1.977, CFI=0.930, NNFI=0.917, RMSEA=0.067.  All hypothesized 
paths were significant except for two (H2 and H3). Environmental values significantly 
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influenced environmental leadership (H1: β =.477, t= 4.614, p<0.001), but top managers’ 
environmental values had no direct influence on stakeholder engagement (H2: β =0.051, t= 
0.613, p>0.05) or environmental practices; (H3: β =-0.123, t= -1.526, p>0.05).  Meanwhile, 
top managers’ environmental leadership significantly influenced stakeholder engagement 
(H4: β =0.709, t= 7.850, p<0.001) and restaurants’ implementation of environmental 
performance (H5: β =0.436, t=3.657, p<0.05).  It was also demonstrated that stakeholder 
engagement significantly influenced restaurants’ commitment to the development of 
environmental performance (H6: β =0.456, t= 4.199, p<0.001), resulting in differences in 
financial performance (H6: β =0.641, t= 6.333, p<0.001) or nonfinancial performance (H8: β 
=0.672, t= 6.596, p<0.001). 
Mediation analysis using a bootstrapping test revealed the significant mediating roles 
of leadership and stakeholder engagement in the relationships among values, environmental 
practices, and restaurant performance.  Specifically, environmental values had a significant 
indirect impact on stakeholder engagement (β = 0.338, p<0.001), environmental practices (β 
=0.386, p<0.01), financial performance (β =0.168, p<0.01), and nonfinancial performance (β 
=0.176, p<0.05).  Leadership had a significant indirect influence on environmental practices 
(β =0.324, p<0.01), financial performance (β =0.487, p<0.01), and nonfinancial performance 
(β =0.510, p<0.01).  Stakeholder engagement significantly and indirectly affected financial 
performance (β =0.292, p<0.001) and nonfinancial performance (β =0.307, p<0.01). 
Discussion 
This study investigated the role of values, leadership, and stakeholder engagement in 
advancing environmental sustainability in restaurant companies.  A conceptual model was 
developed and tested to see whether managers’ environmental values and leadership 
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determine the level of stakeholder engagement in environmental sustainability, thereby 
leading to improvement in restaurants’ financial and nonfinancial performance.  The findings 
of this study support the need for developing a framework synthesizing value, leadership, and 
stakeholder theory for understanding restaurants’ environmental sustainability.  The results 
revealed that top managers’ environmental values indirectly affected stakeholder engagement 
and environmental practices through their leadership, an important mediating variable.  Top 
managers’ leadership significantly and directly influenced stakeholder engagement and 
restaurants’ implementation of environmental sustainability. The level of stakeholder 
engagement also had a significantly different influence on restaurants’ commitment to 
environmental practices, resulting in differences in their financial or non-financial 
performance.  
With respect to the role of environmental values, results indicated that top managers’ 
values significantly affected their leadership.  However, contrary to expectation, their values 
did not directly influence stakeholder engagement and environmental performance.  This 
finding was inconsistent with previous studies that have demonstrated that values provide a 
critical direct influence on environmental practices (e.g., El Dief & Font, 2010b).  Instead, 
values had a significant indirect effect on stakeholder engagement and environmental 
practices through leadership, signifying a key role of leadership as a mediator. The possible 
reasons for this finding might be related to the reduced number of items used to access the 
environmental values; only three of Stern et al.’s (1999) five items were used. Using only 
three items may not reflect environmental values with sufficient accuracy.  This study, 
however, tended to support the arguments of more recent studies (Han, 2015; Park et al., 
2014) that personal eco-centric values had indirect effects on pro-environmental behaviors 
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through other important mediating variables such as perceived advantages of environmental 
behaviors or pro-environmental personal environmental norm.   
 This study revealed that, in addition to an important mediating role, top managers’ 
leadership directly enhanced stakeholder engagement and environmental performance.  
Previous studies have emphasized top managers’ leadership as a crucial determinant of a 
company’s socially or environmentally responsible behavior (Kim, Park, & Wen, 2015); this 
was consistent with our findings.  Top or general managers who play central roles within 
corporations significantly contribute to their firms’ involvement in environmental strategy or 
practices through their leadership or committed actions (Kim et al., 2015).  Such leadership 
behavior was also likely to encourage stakeholders to engage in formulating corporate 
environmental strategies through formal or informal communications, while shaping 
corporate culture that prioritizes environmental issues (Ramus & Steger, 2000).  The 
leadership role demonstrated in this study may help restaurant companies understand 
previously unexplored links among values, leadership, and environmental practices.  This 
study demonstrated how values transferred to leadership promote environmental practices.  
Stakeholder engagement has been an important but rarely examined variable in prior 
sustainability studies.  Stakeholder engagement was found to be closely associated with 
restaurants’ environmental practices.  It was also proven that stakeholder engagement played 
a significant and partially mediating role in determining the relationship between leadership 
and environmental practices.  The findings demonstrated that restaurants actively engaging 
with stakeholders will be able to address stakeholders’ environmental demands, and could 
possibly provide better environmental services while offering more value and conveying a 
more favorable image than competitors who lack such engagement (Rodriguez-Melo & 
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Mansouri, 2011; Smith, 2003).  The results support the argument that both academics and 
practitioners should focus on the effects of stakeholder in advancing knowledge related to 
understanding restaurants’ environmental performance (Black & Hartel, 2003).  
Restaurants’ environmental sustainability performance was found to be a significant 
and direct determinant of company performance such as financial and nonfinancial outcomes.  
This result was consistent with those of previous studies confirming that restaurants with 
higher levels of environmental practices were able to induce higher levels of business 
performance (Pereira-Moliner et al., 2015; Tzschentke et al., 2004).  Pereira-Moliner et al. 
(2015) demonstrated that more environmentally proactive hotels achieved better financial 
performance.  Hotels with proactive environmental management achieved cost advantages 
and reached higher perceptual and objective performance (e.g., revenue per available room), 
and enhanced their reputations by comparison with those did not.  By implementing 
environmental practices about which stakeholders are most concerned, restaurant companies 
could improve revenue and profit as well as enhance customer loyalty, increasing their 
competitive advantage.   
Implications 
Theoretical Contributions 
This study contributes to the existing literature on corporate environmental 
sustainability.  The most noteworthy finding of this study relates to the effects of top 
managers’ values and leadership with respect to environmental sustainability.  This study 
demonstrated the mechanisms whereby environmental values influenced environmental 
sustainability through leadership and stakeholder engagement.  Despite much attention given 
to the role of environmental values, previous sustainability studies have not examined the 
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mechanism that translates these values into practice. The indirect effect of environmental 
values on environmental performance showed that top managers with higher environmental 
values exhibited more beneficial environmental leadership behavior and engaged with more 
stakeholders, eventually resulting in higher levels of environmental performance.  
This finding implies that additional research must focus on mediator variables to 
more clearly comprehend the effect of top managers’ values on corporate environmental 
sustainability. Recent hospitality studies have attempted to explain the disparity between 
organizational members’ values and their pro-environmental behaviors (Park et al., 2014). 
Park et al. (2014) demonstrated that hotel top-managers’ personal beliefs about the 
environment influenced their organizational involvement in environmental management 
through an important mediator such as managers’ perceived advantages of environment 
management. This indicates that top managers with a higher level of environmental values 
tend to perceive more benefits from environmental management, thereby showing a greater 
level of involvement in environmental management. Han (2015) suggested the inclusion of 
mediation variables such as ascribed responsibility, personal obligation to take pro-
environmental actions to more clearly understand the influence of individuals’ environmental 
values on their pro-environmental behaviors. 
This study has shed light on the role of top managers’ leadership in restaurant 
companies’ implementation of environmental sustainability; few studies have examined 
management leadership in the context of environmental sustainability.  The findings of this 
study indicated that managers’ leadership was found to positively influence restaurants’ 
environmental sustainability directly and indirectly via stakeholder engagement.  This result 
was consistent with findings of CSR studies that have demonstrated the significant effects of 
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leadership on implementation of socially responsible activities (e.g., De Hoogh & Den 
Hartog, 2008).  This study takes a first step in highlighting the leadership required to promote 
environmental management in the restaurant industry, and should provide a foundation for 
further study.   
This study also illuminated the role of stakeholder engagement in achieving 
restaurants’ environmental sustainability.  Although literature on corporate environmental 
sustainability has emphasized the importance of stakeholders, there has been insufficient 
empirical research on the effect of stakeholder engagement on development of environmental 
strategies.  In this study, stakeholder engagement has been shown to have an important role 
as a direct contributor and mediator in influencing a corporate environmental sustainability.  
This study thus advances the understanding of the effects of stakeholders in environmental 
management literature, suggesting a need for deeper research into the role of stakeholders.  
Finally, this study incorporated nonfinancial measures such as stakeholder 
(customer/employee) satisfaction; these are probably more important and longer-term 
indicators.  Prior studies have been limited to using financial variables for measuring 
performance outcomes from environmental sustainability.  This study also clarified the 
relationships between environmental sustainability and corporate financial performance, a 
topic on which prior studies have been somewhat unclear. 
Managerial Implications 
This study has important managerial implications.  First, the results demonstrated that 
managers’ environmental values can significantly influence their leadership.  Even though 
values did not have a direct effect on environmental practices, they significantly and 
indirectly influenced stakeholder engagement and environmental sustainability.  El Dief and 
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Font (2010b) argued that top managers’ elevated environmental values play a critical role in 
increasing companies’ active involvement in green programs.  Therefore, managers with 
strong environmental values would be more likely to show greater environmental 
responsibility and thus address stakeholder interests in solving environmental problems by 
prioritizing environmental issues in their strategies and operational practices. This study also 
examined the role of top managers’ environmental leadership and concluded that managers’ 
environmental leadership played a key role in influencing stakeholder engagement and 
environmental performance.  This means that leaders with high levels of environmental 
leadership are more likely to meet stakeholder requirements relating to environmental 
protection, form sincere relationships with them, and attempt to integrate their environmental 
demands into corporate strategies and practices.  
These findings imply that it was of the utmost importance to recruit and retain people 
with strong environmental values and leadership in advancing corporate environmental 
sustainability that will eventually help achieve long-term financial goals.  This was supported 
by Jurowski and Liburd’s (2001) argument that placing the right people in an organization 
was a key factor in promoting corporate environmental sustainability.  Jurowski and Liburd 
(2001) argued that “the sustainability of the hospitality and tourism industry is dependent 
upon managers who adopt sustainable development principles as part of their management 
philosophy” (p. 36).  Companies should thus admit that achieving environmental 
sustainability goals requires strategic human resource management.  Jabbour and Santos 
(2008) emphasized the critical role of human resource management in achieving corporate 
environmental sustainability.  Human resource management should cultivate the 
competencies or qualities needed for corporate environmental sustainability, and keep 
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encouraging the qualities that can stimulate corporate environmental sustainability (Boudreau 
& Ramstad, 2005).   
According to the findings of this study, individual qualities required for the 
improvement of corporate sustainability are a high level of environmental values (e.g., taking 
greater responsibility for environmental problems), a high level of concern for stakeholders’ 
claims related to environmental problems, and a great degree of cooperative behavior with 
key stakeholders (e.g., engaging the key stakeholders in environmental decision-making).  It 
will therefore be imperative that human resource managers develop the criteria, including 
leadership qualities required for corporate environmental sustainability, and recruit and select 
people based on this criteria; they should also provide continuous education to improve those 
qualities (Jabbour & Santos, 2008).  For example, the Four Seasons Hotel & Resort, one of 
Fortune’s 100 Best Companies: Great Places to Work, has recognized the importance of 
recruiting applicants who possess the requisite qualities for corporate sustainability, and has 
been recruiting and selecting people with high ethical values (Fourseasons.com). 
In addition, findings of this study showed that stakeholder engagement determined 
the extent to which restaurants adopt proactive environmental practices. Given the growing 
concern with environmental sustainability issues, restaurants may need to design long-term 
strategies involving stakeholders.  This study identified a need to strengthen strategic 
relationships between corporations and stakeholders, including customers, environmental 
NGOs, and governments.  By building strong relationships with such stakeholders, 
companies may be able to design environmental strategies that respond to stakeholder 
demands and enhance their corporate reputations, thereby maximizing profit and improving 
firm performance (Rodriguez-Melo & Mansouri, 2011).  To build strong relationships with 
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stakeholders, companies may need to develop systems for listening to specific stakeholder 
concerns and for communicating cooperatively with them (Epstein & Buhovac, 2014). 
Engaging key stakeholders may be an effective way for companies to identify and develop 
policies and programs relating to their environmental priorities.  Grafe-Buckens and Hinton 
(1998) recommend companies develop strategies under which key stakeholders can actively 
participate in defining their environmental performance indicators, or in identifying corporate 
policies, objectives, and programs relating to their environmental management.  For example, 
companies may convene “a stakeholder conference” to develop environmental sustainability 
indicators or appoint “an environmental issue panel” to communicate with their stakeholders 
on topics relevant to their environmental initiatives. 
This study next investigated the relationship between environmental performance and 
corporate nonfinancial/financial performance and indicated a significantly positive 
association.  This implies that, to benefit from sustainability performance, managers need to 
enforce environmental sustainability; such actions might include auditing environmental 
standards and practices, monitoring, reporting, and measuring sustainability performance, 
and evaluating program effectiveness (Epstein & Buhovac, 2014).  For example, restaurant 
companies may develop systems through which they could audit, measure, and evaluate their 
environmental performance.  To promote sustainability performance in hotel sectors, Moreo, 
Demicco, and Xiong (2009) suggested the inclusion of a fifth perspective — sustainability — 
to the four traditional perspectives of Kaplan and Norton’s (1992) balanced score card (BSC) 
— financial, customer, internal business, and innovation and learning.   
The inclusion of sustainability or environmental dimensions in a business 
performance evaluation tool may thus help companies establish their environmental goals 
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and initiatives and quantify their financial outcomes, thereby encouraging companies to 
continue improving their corporate environmental sustainability.  For example, Starbucks 
sets annual goals for its environmental initiatives and continues to report its progress and 
financial outcomes (Starbucks.com).  The company’s annual environmental goals were 
identified and related to ethical sourcing, front-of-store recycling, energy/water consumption, 
and community service: the progress was reported in terms of the percentage of each 
environmental initiative goal achieved.  According to the 2015 Starbucks Global 
Responsibility Report, one goal related to water conservation was to reduce water 
consumption by 25% by 2015; Starbucks exceeded this goal by achieving a decrease of 
26.5%.  With regard to practices that fell short, Starbucks continues to develop new and 
innovative solutions so that it can become even more environmentally sustainable. 
Limitation and Suggestions for Future Research 
First, the sample in this study was limited to restaurant managers in the U.S., and the 
findings may not be generalized to other countries or cultures.  For example, people from 
other cultures may have other perspectives on environmental issues and show different 
(higher or lower) levels of interest or involvement in them; these differences may 
significantly affect restaurants’ willingness to promote environmental strategy and practices.   
The sample in this study was also chosen from panels maintained by a research company, 
and it may not be representative of the general population of U.S. restaurant managers; 
caution should thus be taken in generalizing the findings of this study. Future research may 
engage with restaurant associations to collect data from a more representative sample of U.S. 
restaurant managers.  In this way, researchers may gain easier access to contact information 
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such as email addresses of top-level managers, and thus collect more reliable and valid data 
with less time, effort, and expense. 
Second, this study was based on top managers’ responses to survey questions. In 
particular, companies’ financial and nonfinancial performance was assessed with perceptual 
measurements based on the managers’ opinions.  Even though many studies have used 
managers’ perceptions to measure company outcomes, future research may evaluate 
company performance by incorporating both perceptual and objective variables (e.g., ROI, 
gross profit), and thereby produce results with more validity. Additionally, the role of 
leadership qualities in promoting sustainable practices may differ at lower levels of 
management (junior managers).  Further leadership studies of lower-level managers may lead 
to a more complete comprehension of the role of leadership in corporations (Waldman et al., 
2006).  
Third, the environmental sustainability model proposed in this study addressed a gap 
existing in previous sustainability research.  Earlier studies have focused on the effect of 
values without explaining critical variables through which values may transfer to corporate 
environmental behavior; future studies should be more mindful of the role of stakeholders 
and managers’ leadership, because these variables were found to be significant in this study.   
However, future researchers should use caution in applying the measurement items of 
this study. Even though value scales were adopted from prior studies (e.g., Stern et al., 1999), 
only three items were used due to survey length; use of all original items may enhance the 
accuracy of the assessment.  This study also used leadership and stakeholder scales adopted 
from previous literature, but empirical tests using these measurement items have been limited 
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in the hospitality area.  In the future, researchers should consider articulating and validating 
these measurement items.  
Finally, rather than using the variables selected in this study — values, leadership, 
and stakeholder engagement, future research might consider other factors that could advance 
the understanding of restaurants’ environmental sustainability (e.g., beliefs about the 
biophysical environment, the pro-environmental personal norm (Schwartz, 1977; Stern et al., 
1999), or other leadership styles related to environmental sustainability (transformational 
leadership, ethical leadership, etc.).  In explaining customers’ pro-environmental decision-
making processes, several researchers have tested the impact of several important variables 
adapted from value-belief-norm theory (e.g., sense of obligation), norm-activation theory 
(e.g., problem awareness), and theory of planned behaviors (subjective norm, perceived 
behavior control) (Han, 2015; Han et al., 2015). Future studies should continuously test 
corporate-level environmental sustainability frameworks by incorporating theory-based 
constructs and thus contribute to development of a hospitality-specific framework explaining 
environmental sustainability.  In addition to exploring environmental sustainability, further 
studies should pay attention to other dimensions (i.e., social sustainability) that are also 
critical dimensions in advancing corporate-level sustainability.  
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APPENDIX C. COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT 
TEST 
COVER LETTER 
 
Introduction:  
 
My name is Yoon J. Jang, and I am a PhD. candidate from Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, 
United States.  I am currently conducting research for my dissertation entitled ― Environmental 
management or practices in the restaurant industry.  
 
Purpose of pilot test:  
 
The aim of this pilot test is to check the reliability of the questionnaire.  It is also to ensure that the 
words and scales used are clear and easy to understand.  
 
Research background:  
 
This study will explore influential factors in promoting restaurants’ environmental practices and 
outcomes resulting from adopting such practices.  
 
Procedures for pilot test:  
 
1. Your participation in this pilot test is voluntary, and the data will be kept completely confidential. 
  
2. Read the directions before you start to answer the questions.  You may skip any questions that you 
do not feel comfortable answering. 
 
3. After you complete answering the questionnaire, you will then be requested to complete the pilot 
test form attached.  This form will ask you whether words or scales used in the questionnaire were 
understandable.  
 
4. You may also make any suggestions to improve the clarity of the questionnaire.  
 
I really appreciate your time and effort for your assistance with this pilot study  
Thank you.  
 
Sincerely,  
Yoon Jung Jang Tianshu Zheng, PhD Robert A. Bosselman, PhD 
PhD. Candidate 
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University 
+8210-2223-6519  
yjjang@iastate.edu 
Associate Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University 
+1515-294-9554 
tzheng@iastate.edu 
Professor  
Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University 
+1515-294-8550 
drbob@iastate.edu 
 
By clicking on the “I AGREE” button below you verify that you have read the above information and 
agree to participate in the survey.  
 I agree 
 I do not agree to participate. 
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Environmental Management and Practices in the Restaurant Industry 
 
 
Definitions: 
 
 Environmental strategy refers to a set of strategic activities planned by companies intended to 
improve environmental performances, e.g., to promote the use of energy-
efficient appliances, to give priority to purchasing environmentally-friendly 
products, etc. 
 
 Environmental practices are activities implemented by companies to reduce negative 
environmental impact. They include saving energy and natural resources, 
purchasing energy-saving equipment, reducing waste and recycling, and 
engaging in environmental protection programs. 
 
 
Qualifying questions 
 
1. What is your current position in your restaurant?  
        ___ I am in a top managerial position (e.g., general manager) and have responsibility for the entire     
    operation of the restaurant.         
           ___ I am not in a top managerial position.  
 
2.    Has your restaurant implemented any environmentally friendly practices over a period of at least one 
year? 
       ___ Yes. 
       ___ No.  
 
Section I.  Restaurants’ Environmental Strategy  
 
Listed below are statements about restaurants’ environmental strategy. If you are a manager responsible for 
several restaurants with different environmental strategies, you may choose your best-performing restaurant and 
answer the questions pertaining to that restaurant. Please indicate your opinions on each statement using a scale 
of 1 = to no extent to 7 = to very great extent. 
No Our restaurant… 
to                                   to                                  to very 
no                                  some                            great 
extent                            extent                           extent 
1. Incorporates environmental management into policy. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
2. Monitors and records our environmental performance. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
3. Gives priority to purchasing environmentally friendly 
products (biodegradable, reusable, recyclable, etc.) over 
other environmentally harmful alternatives.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
4. Implements employee environmental training programs. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
5. 
Recognizes and rewards environmental initiatives of our 
employees. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
6. Publishes regular external reports about our 
environmental impacts or provides those information on 
our website.  
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
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Section II.  Restaurant’s Environmental Practices  
 
Listed below are statements regarding restaurant’s environmental practices. Please indicate your restaurant’s 
current extent of involvement in each listed environmental activity using a scale of 1 = to no extent to 7 = very 
great extent. 
 
No Currently, our restaurant… 
to                                     to                              to very 
no                                   some                           great 
extent                             extent                          extent 
1. Purchases locally produced food. 1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
2. Purchases foods grown without use of toxic synthetic 
pesticides or fertilizers. 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
3. Uses energy-efficient products and equipment (e.g., cooler, 
freezer, air conditioner, ice machine, or steamer). 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
4. Uses high-energy efficient lighting. 1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
5. Implements renewable energy programs (e.g., use of wind 
or solar power). 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
6. Has water-efficient devices and equipment (e.g., water-
efficient dishwashers).  
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
7. Uses water-saving faucets. 1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
8. Gives food leftovers to food bank or food shelter, etc.  1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
9. Composts kitchen waste. 1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
10. Collects FOG waste (fat, oil, grease) and gives it to a 
qualified company for recycling. 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
11. Uses reusable items (e.g., cloth napkins, glass cups, 
ceramic dishes).  
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
12. Purchases used or recycled-content products (e.g., napkins 
or take-out containers made with post-consumer products). 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
13. Implements recycling programs. 1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
14. Sets recycling spot in order to properly classify waste and 
garbage. 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
15. Educates guests on environmentally friendly practices and 
policies. 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
16 Supports local communities to enhance the local 
environment (e.g., participate in activities concerned about 
the environment, caring for the community). 
1         2         3         4         5         6        7 
If your restaurant implements other environmentally friendly practices than those listed above, please specify. 
( _____________________________________________________________________________________  ) 
 
Section III.  Restaurant’s Performances 
 
Listed below are statements about outcomes from adopting environmental management policy and practices.  
Please indicate your opinions on each statement using a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
 
No 
In our restaurant, environmental policies and practices 
… 
strongly                                                        strongly 
disagree                       neutral                         agree 
1. Contribute to enhancing average sales growth. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
2. Contribute to increasing total gross profit. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
3. Contribute to improving return on investment. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
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4. Contribute to reducing operational costs. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
5. Contribute to enhancing employee satisfaction. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
6. Contribute to enhancing employee motivation. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
7. Contribute to enhancing customer satisfaction. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
8. Contribute to improving customer retention. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
 
Section IV.  Managers’ Environmental Values 
 
Listed below are statements about managers’ environmental values.  Please indicate your opinions for each 
statement using a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
 
No  
strongly                                                            strongly 
disagree                        neutral                             agree 
1. The earth is like a spaceship with a finite amount of room 
and limited resources. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
2. If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe. 
1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
3. Humans are severely abusing the environment. 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
Section V. Restaurants’ Key Stakeholder 
 
Stakeholders refers to “individuals, groups, or organizations that can be affected by corporate decisions and can 
also possibly affect them.” Please check your three primary stakeholders in your restaurant (Please check three).  
 
___ Customers 
___ Local community  
___ Government regulatory agencies  
___ NGO (Non-government organization)  
___ Business or trade associations  
___ Employees  
___ Others (Please specify: _____________________) 
 
Section VI. Managers’ Environmental Leadership 
 
Listed below are statements about the managers’ environmental leadership. Please indicate your opinions on 
each statement using a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
 
No As a manager, I… 
strongly                                                        strongly 
disagree                       neutral                         agree 
1. Am aware of key stakeholder demands related to 
environmental problems.  
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
2. Consider the consequences of environmental decisions for 
the key stakeholders.  
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
3. Involve the key stakeholders in decision-making in relation 
to environmental issues. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
4. Allow employees to participate in decision-making with 
respect to environmental issues.  
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
5. Allow employees to have influence on critical decisions 
regarding environmental issues.  
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
 
6. Seek advice on environmental strategy from employees. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
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Section VII.  Stakeholder engagement  
 
Listed below are statements about the stakeholder engagement. Please indicate your opinions for each statement 
using a scale of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
 
Stakeholder engagement refers to collaborative or participative actions that stakeholders (customers, community, 
government regulatory agencies, nongovernmental organizations, business associations) undertake for the 
purpose of helping an organization to find solutions to environmental problems and to develop a proactive 
environmental strategy.   
 
No Our key stakeholders… 
strongly                                                        strongly 
disagree                      neutral                           agree 
1. Convey their perspectives about how to successfully solve 
the firm’s environmental problems. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
2. Provide new ideas for improving environmental 
management practices. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
3. Participate in defining environmental performance 
indicators a corporation should use and report on. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
4. Participate in identifying policies, objectives, and programs 
of corporate environmental management systems. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
 
 
Section VIII.  Future intentions  
Some environmental organizations (e.g., US Green Building Council, Green Restaurant Association, etc.) 
provide green certifications to hospitality companies that meet their suggested environmental guidelines.  
 
8.1. Has your restaurant already received any types of green certifications?  
___ Yes. 
___ No.  
 
8.2. If you answered “no” to the above question, please indicate your opinions for each statement using a scale 
of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.  
 
No  
strongly                                                        strongly 
disagree                       neutral                          agree 
1. I am willing to actively incorporate eco-friendly practices 
into our restaurant operation in the future. 
1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
2. I am willing to pursue green certifications in the future. 1         2         3         4         5         6       7 
 
Section IX. General background about you and your restaurant 
 
Listed below are questions to obtain some general background about you and your firm. All personal 
information will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
1. Please indicate below the category that most closely describes the type of your restaurant.  
         ___ Upscale/Fine dining restaurant  
         ___ Family dining restaurant  
         ___ Casual dining restaurant  
         ___ Quick service restaurant  
         ___ Others (Please specify: _____________________) 
 
2. Please indicate below the type that most closely describes the ownership and management arrangement of 
your restaurant.  
         ___ Independently owned, self-managed  
         ___ Independently owned, managed by a franchise agreement  
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         ___ Independently owned, managed by a management contract  
         ___ Chain owned, managed by the chain  
         ___ Others (Please specify: _____________________)  
         ___ I don’t know. 
 
3.  What is your current position in your restaurant?  _____________________ 
 
4.  Number of years you have been in this restaurant company.  _________ year(s) 
 
5.  Number of years in the restaurant industry. _________ year(s) 
  
6.  How long has it been since your restaurant first started environmental initiatives? ________ year(s) 
 
7.  What is your age in years?  
         __ Under 30 __ Between 31–40 __ Between 41–45 __ Between 46–50 __ Between 51–55 __ Over 56  
 
8.  What is your gender?  
     __ Male __ Female  
 
9. What is your highest educational level?  
    __ Some high school        __ High school graduate   __ 2-year college degree; some college credits 
    __ 4-year college degree  __ Post graduate; some post-graduate credits  
__ Others (please specify:                           ) 
 
10. Please choose your area of residence. 
    __ North-east        __ Mid-west   __ West      __ South         __ Others (Please specify:              ) 
 
End of Questionnaire! 
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PILOT TEST FORM 
 
Please answer the following questions or make any comments upon the completion of your questionnaire.  
 
 
1.  Were the questions understandable?  
    ___ Yes  ___ No  
 
 
If no, please indicate the question number and what needs to be clarified.  
 
Question No. Comments 
  
  
  
  
 
 
2.  Were the scales (rankings) used to access each item understandable? 
 
    ___ Yes  ___ No  
 
 
  
 
If no, please provide your suggestions to make the scales easier to understand.  
 
Question No.  Comments 
  
  
  
  
 
 
3. Overall, what would you like to suggest to improve the questionnaire? 
 
                                                                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                                                                                             
Thank you for your assistance with this pilot study. 
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